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ABSTRACT
IMPRESSIONS OF COLLEGE INSTRUCTORS: STABILITY AND CHANGE IN
STUDENT RATINGS 
by
Kari L. Dudley 
University of New Hampshire, May, 2013 
Although the topic of stability and change in classroom impressions research is 
not new, there remain unanswered questions about what impressions are stable, when 
they are likely to change, and for whom they are likely to change over the course of a 
semester. My research will begin to answer those questions.
My research took place in four college classroom studies and assessed students’ 
impressions of their instructor’s teaching effectiveness and personal qualities 1) after the 
first day of class, 2) before and following at least one exam, and 3) at the end of the 
semester. My results supported previous findings that early and later impressions are 
stable (i.e., significantly and positively correlated) (Studies 2, 3, and 4). Ratings of 
teaching effectiveness and personality changed (Studies 3 and 4), with teaching 
effectiveness ratings changing more than ratings of personality (Study 4). I split students 
based on low versus high exam performance (bottom third and top third of scores, 
respectively), as performance was expected to relate to how students rated their 
instructor. Initial ratings did not differ based on future performance, suggesting no pre­
existing differences between the groups. However, ratings o f the instructor’s
effectiveness and personal qualities changed following the first day (Studies 3 and 4). In 
Study 3, both types of ratings improved; high performers rated the instructor as 
significantly more effective than low performers. The two groups did not consistently 
differ in ratings of personal qualities. In Study 4, ratings on both measures worsened 
following receiving the first exam feedback and high performers’ ratings were 
significantly higher than low performers’ ratings following the initial impression.
My research offers evidence that actual students’ judgments of their college 
instructor are based on their accumulating experiences in the classroom, not on the first 
impression alone. This is encouraging news to instructors worried about their first 
impressions. It is also a warning to instructors who think that they can coast following a 
good first day of class.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
You are a new instructor preparing for your first day of class. You have never met 
your students before, so you anxiously anticipate your first day. You enter the classroom 
for the first time; your students promptly begin to assess whether this will be the class for 
them. By the end of the first class, your students are likely to have developed some 
opinions about your personality and your general classroom demeanor. These opinions 
may even help them form their initial conclusions regarding your teaching effectiveness.
Your students’ initial opinions about you, based on a brief exposure to you, are 
their first impressions; such opinions are of interest to social psychologists, as first 
impressions are thought to form quickly (Asch, 1946; Buchert, Laws, Apperson, & 
Bregman, 2008; Laws, Apperson, Buchert, & Bregman, 2010) and easily (Asch, 1946).
In addition, they are considered to be accurate (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992, 1993;
Babad, Avni-Babad, & Rosenthal, 2004; Carney, Colvin, & Hall, 2007; see Harris & 
Garris, 2008, for a review), stable over time (Hewett, Chastain, & Thurber, 1988; Kohlan, 
1973; Laws et al., 2010; Oles, 1975; Marsh & Hocevar, 1991; Overall & Marsh, 1980), 
and, according to some, relatively resistant to change (Buchert et al., 2008; Clayson & 
Sheffet, 2006; Kohlan, 1973; Laws et al., 2010; Sauber & Ludlow, 1988; and Wheeler, 
Wright, & Frost, 2005).
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The final two conclusions from the research literature on first impressions—that 
impressions are stable and that they are resistant to change once formed—are particularly 
important to educators and will be the focus of my research. The first conclusion, that 
first impressions are stable, means that early impressions predict later impressions. In an 
educational context, this should mean that students’ ratings of an instructor in the first 
week of class should be significantly and positively correlated with ratings near the end 
of the semester: rank order stability. In other words, students who rate the instructor 
higher at the beginning of the semester should continue to rate their instructor higher at 
the end of the semester. Likewise, students who rate their instructor lower at the 
beginning of the semester should rate their instructor lower at the end. The stronger the 
correlation is the more stable the impression. There is considerable evidence supporting 
conclusions that impressions are stable.
The second conclusion—that student impressions evidence little change between 
the earliest and final days of class—would mean, statistically, that the average ratings of 
the instructor would not be significantly different from the first day(s) of class compared 
to any other time during the semester. This is also known as mean stability. Finding a 
lack of change (or mean stability) from the first impression would suggest that course 
events have no systematic impact on how students rate their instructor. This finding 
appears infeasible on the face of it.
Despite how infeasible a lack of correspondence between course events and 
student ratings seems, popular wisdom dictates that instructors must start off on the right 
foot (see Ashton, 2004; Heppner, 2007; Hines, n.d.; Johnson, 1990, for examples). The 
new instructor looking for advice quickly finds intimidating statements, such as, “Right
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or wrong, first impressions are lasting impressions .. .Don’t miss this opportunity to make 
a positive impression of you, your course, and your subject matter” (Ashton, 2004, p. 39). 
Or, “How important is the first day of class? Crucial!” (Johnson, 1990, p. 13). These 
statements suggest the potential consequences of unchanging impressions. Yet, there 
exists virtually no classroom impressions literature and limited research beyond the 
experimental laboratory session that supports such conclusions, and thus, warnings about 
the first days can easily be dismissed by instructors.
More concerning is that some researchers have echoed the popular wisdom (Beck 
& Lambert, 1977; Brooks, 1985, 2001; Buchert et al., 2008; Clayson & Sheffet, 2006; 
Gasparro & Gasparro, 2003; Haleta, 1996; Kohlan, 1973; Laws et al., 2010; Sauber & 
Ludlow, 1988), concluding that “a faculty member may have a very difficult time being 
able to recover from a disastrous beginning” (Buchert et al., 2008, p. 404). Or, 
improperly citing previous research (e.g., Hewett et al., 1988; Ortinau & Bush, 1987; 
Sauber & Ludlow, 1988) to state that “[sjtudents appear to form their opinions of a class 
and an instructor very early in a course, and some evidence indicates that subsequent 
class and learning experiences may do little to change that opinion [italics added]...” 
(Clayson & Sheffet, 2006, p. 150). Researchers have encouraged instructors to “make 
every effort to maintain a positive impression during the first class session” (Laws et al., 
2010, p. 90). These recommendations imply that impressions persist regardless of what 
occurs during the semester. However, such conclusions are not warranted, as no study has 
experimentally manipulated a disastrous first day of class in the college classroom and 
then tracked students’ impressions. The conclusions above are derived from research on
3
either brief experiments or the typical college classroom where the instructor is not likely 
to perform at either extreme on the first day of class or throughout the semester.
Why do some researchers make the conclusion that impressions change very little 
despite how unlikely it seems? Some interpret correlations between early and final 
impressions (which are typically positive and significant) as evidence that impressions 
are unlikely to change once formed—despite the fact that correlations are only an 
indication of stability, not change. The confusion between the terms stability and change 
(or rank versus mean stability) is evident, for example, in the instructions offered to 
participants in one study (Greenberg, Saxe, & Bar-Tal, 1978). Participants were asked to 
rate the extent to which they believed certain traits were enduring or fleeting. The authors 
stated, “Below is a list of words which people use to describe others. Some words refer to 
a stable characteristic of the person such as well-educated or tall. That is, these 
characteristics are assumed to be highly stable in that they endure over time and therefore 
refer to a relatively unchanging aspect of the person” (p. 60).
In addition to the confusion regarding what conclusions can be made from 
correlations, the limited evidence that does exist still does not fully answer questions 
about impression change in the college classroom. Why? Because researchers have not 
used the necessary methods or performed the appropriate analyses to form conclusions 
about the existence and nature of change in the college classroom. Also, limited evidence 
exists regarding whether certain types of student impressions change more than others. 
My research will begin to address these issues.
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Why This Research Matters
Consider the implication of a finding that impressions following the first class do 
not significantly change. Of course, there would be little threat to the well-received 
instructor. However, the instructor who leaves a less-than-favorable first impression 
would be in an unfortunate predicament. If the first day of class is a disaster and first 
impressions change very little, instructors should expect to receive negative end-of- 
semester student evaluations of teaching (SETs). And SETs are consequential to the 
instructor’s career—they commonly play a role in decisions made by promotion and 
tenure committees (Seldin, 1993). Thus, given the impact SETs can have on instructors, it 
is important to know the nature of the relation between early and final ratings and 
whether course events have any detectable impact. My research can begin to determine 1) 
whether impressions change, 2) if they change, when that happens, and 3) whether certain 
students’ impressions are more prone to change than others. My findings could offer 
reassurance to instructors who are worried about their students’ first impressions and a 
warning to those who believe they can coast on a good first day.
Goals of This Dissertation 
Lowman (1995) suggested that “college classrooms are rich laboratories of 
interpersonal psychology” (p. 63); my research will tap into the naturalistic opportunities 
available for social and educational psychologists. In this research, I will:
1. identify issues with methods used by previous researchers. Such methods have 
contributed to confusion about the nature of impressions change. I will address these 
problems in my research.
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2. demonstrate that early impressions significantly predict later impressions. I will 
replicate previous research findings on the rank stability o f impressions (Clayson & 
Sheffet, 2006; Kohlan, 1973; Laws et al., 2010; Oles, 1975; Sauber & Ludlow, 1988).
3. determine whether—and when—first impressions in the classroom change. In 
order to state that initial impressions of the instructor do not change significantly, 
research would have to show that mean ratings at the beginning o f the semester are not 
significantly different from later ratings. If impressions change, it is of interest to 
determine when. I will measure impressions before and after exams (see Hewett et al., 
1988) to determine whether such a course event relates to changes in impressions. In 
addition, I will investigate whether impressions change more for some students based on 
their exam performance.
Brief Summary of Later Chapters
In Chapter II, I will present a literature review summarizing relevant findings 
from social, personality, and educational research. I will identify concerns with 
commonly-used methods in these areas and identify how they should be addressed in 
order to make appropriate conclusions about the nature of change in the college 
classroom context. In Chapter III, I offer my hypotheses. In Chapter IV, I describe my 
methods, share my results, and offer a brief discussion of them. To conclude this 
dissertation (Chapter V), I will summarize my findings in relation to previous research, 




In Chapter I, I introduced the main topic o f stability and change in college 
students’ impressions of their instructor. In this chapter, I will briefly discuss the history 
of research on student evaluations of teaching (SETs)—the primary measure used in 
classroom impressions research. Next, I will review research on first impressions, 
impression formation, and related impressions research; all have contributed to the 
current understanding of college students’ impressions of their instructors.
Then, I will offer evidence supporting conclusions that impressions are both 
stable and likely to change, particularly in a classroom context. Throughout this chapter, I 
will highlight frequently-used methods and analyses that leave questions about the nature 
of impression change in the college classroom. Finally, I will make a distinction between 
the instructor’s teaching effectiveness and his or her personal qualities. There is some 
evidence that students are likely to make this distinction, which would mean that SETs 
are not equivalent to ratings of personal qualities. My review will lead to the hypotheses 
of my dissertation (discussed in Chapter III).
SETs: A Brief History
Student evaluations have been in existence since the early 1900s (Watchel, 1998) 
and in use at several universities as early as the 1920s (Marsh, 1987). Most colleges and 
universities now use some version of an SET (Seldin, 1993; Wilson, 1998), as SETs offer
another way to determine whether instructors are promoting learning (Murray, 1980). 
Research interest in SETs followed their increasing use. The first published article 
originated from Purdue University (Remmers & Brandenburg, 1927) and demonstrated 
that students could discriminate between different teaching qualities for each instructor 
and also between instructors on the same qualities.
Validity was the focus of most research involving SETs in the 1970s (referred to 
in this area as the “golden age of research” by Centra, 1993, p. 50). By the 1980s, there 
was sufficient evidence to conclude that SETs were reliable and valid measures (Marsh, 
1984; Murray, 1980). Researchers soon turned their focus to certain course or student 
characteristics thought to bias SETs, such as prior interest in the subject, the level of the 
course (lower versus higher), the year o f the student (e.g., freshman versus senior), class 
size, whether the course was an elective or required, and the amount learned in the course 
(see Arreola, 2000; Cashin, 1994; Clayson & Sheffet, 2006; Donnon, Delver, & Beran, 
2010; Feldman, 1977, 1978; Gross, Lakey, Edinger, Orehek, & Heffron, 2009; Hewett et 
al., 1988; Laws et al., 2010; Marsh, 1980; Marsh & Roche, 1997; Moritsch & Suter,
1988; Patrick, 2011; Sauber & Ludlow, 1988; Scherr & Scherr, 1990; and Watchel, 1998; 
see also Kulik & Kulik, 1974, for a summary of findings). All o f these characteristics bias 
final teaching evaluations, but do not invalidate them as a useful tool. Research on bias 
also turned to qualities of the instructor; some authors (Feldman, 1986; Murray, Rushton, 
& Paunonen, 1990) found that students’ and colleagues’ (but not the instructor’s) 
perceptions of the instructor’s personality were strongly correlated with final SET ratings. 
Findings like these have contributed to controversy over what SETs are actually
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measuring and whether students’ ratings o f personality could replace SETs (see Clayson 
& Sheffet, 2006; Soper, 1990). The debate continues.
Impressions
Research on first impressions started to take shape in the 1940s and 1950s (Asch, 
1946; Gollin, 1954; Jacobson, 1945). Asch (1946), for example, read a list of adjectives 
to participants (referred to as perceivers) that described a hypothetical person (referred to 
as the target), demonstrating that a single word could influence the overall impression of 
the target. Asch found that characterizing the target using the “central” qualities “warm” 
versus “cold” influenced the overall characterization of the target made by the perceiver. 
Asch’s findings inspired future research, such as replications of the same study using real 
target persons in an educational context (Kelley, 1950; Wheeler et al., 2005; Widmeyer & 
Loy, 1988).
Kelley (1950) extended the work of Asch (1946) by attributing warm or cold 
qualities to a guest instructor in a college course. Students in three sections of an 
economics class were informed the usual instructor was out of town. Then they were 
provided with a brief biography of the guest instructor that indicated he was either a 
warm or cold person. The guest instructor then led a 20-minute discussion. When he left 
the room, students were asked to free-write about—and then rate— him on a 15-item 
scale. Kelley found that when the target was described as cold, he was considered less 
sociable, good natured, generous, humorous, and humane than the warm target.
Decades later, Widmeyer and Loy (1988) extended Kelley’s (1950) study to 
explore how the same warm/cold manipulation of first impressions affected ratings of 
teaching ability. Similar to Kelley’s study, students in a college course were informed by
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a teaching assistant that the regular course instructor was unavailable and a visiting 
lecturer would be instructing the class that day. The assistant then handed out a 
biographical sketch of the guest lecturer that indicated the guest lecturer’s personality 
was either warm or cold. The guest lecturer then entered the auditorium, provided a 40- 
minute lecture, and left. After the lecture, students rated teaching effectiveness and the 
instructor’s personal qualities. The authors concluded, “By being perceived as a warm 
individual, a teacher can influence students’ ratings not only of his or her personality, but 
also of his or her teaching abilities” (p. 120).
In related research on how quickly accurate judgments of a target are formed, 
Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) demonstrated the power of a few moments of exposure to 
a target. Referring to brief exposure to targets’ nonverbal behavior—30-, 10-, 5-, or 2- 
seconds long—the authors coined the phrase thin slices. In their research, participants 
watched a randomly selected video clip (from some point in the semester) of college 
instructors in their classrooms with the sound turned off. Then, participants rated the 
instructors on a number o f one-word items corresponding with personal characteristics 
(e.g., optimistic, confident, warm). Ratings o f instructors made by the nine independent 
(non-student) raters were significantly and positively correlated with actual students’ end- 
of-semester ratings (correlation coefficients ranged from r = .55 to r = .84 in the study 
that was based on 30 seconds of exposure and from r = .57 to r = .72 in the study based 
on 6 seconds of exposure). Based on their correlations, the authors concluded, “ ...the 
ratings of complete strangers based on very thin slices of teachers’ nonverbal 
behavior...predicted with surprising accuracy the ratings o f the same teachers by people 
who had substantial interactions with those teachers...” (p. 438).
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Although the authors themselves do not offer such opinions, the work of 
Widmeyer and Loy (1988) and Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) represents a body of 
research (e.g., Clayson & Sheffet, 2006; Sherman & Blackburn, 1975) that others offer to 
support conclusions that SETs are synonymous with measures of the instructor’s personal 
qualities. This sentiment was summarized by Sherman and Blackburn (1975) who 
suggested that “[a] professor wishing to improve his perceived effectiveness may best 
begin on personal attributes rather than focus his energy on course functions and 
activities” (p. 130).
Naftulin, Ware, and Donnelly (1973) sparked considerable controversy by 
concluding that learners rate an instructor’s effectiveness based on personality (“a style of 
authority and wit,” p. 633) over substance. In three demonstrations, involving 11 
psychiatrists, 11 mental health educators, and 33 educators and administrators, 
respectively, an actor posing as the charismatic and legitimate authority on the 
application of mathematics to human behavior, named Dr. Fox, provided a 1-hour lecture. 
The lecture was designed to contain “an excessive use of double talk, neologisms, non 
sequiturs, and contradictory statements. All this was to be interspersed with parenthetical 
humor and meaningless references to unrelated topics” (pp. 631-632). Following Dr.
Fox’s lecture, participants were asked to complete a satisfaction survey. Dr. Fox received 
significantly more favorable responses than unfavorable responses. The dominant 
influence of the instructor’s expressiveness on SETs was coined “The Dr. Fox effect” 
(Marsh, 1987).
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Criticism of Impressions Research
Although on the surface it appeared that students were unable to distinguish 
teaching ability from the instructor’s personal characteristics, some authors (Abrami, 
Perry, & Leventhal, 1982; Beck & Lambert, 1977; Frey, 1979; Kulik, 2001; Marsh, 1987; 
Marsh & Roche, 1997; Marsh & Ware, 1982; McKeachie, 1979; Perry, Abrami, & 
Leventhal, 1979) interpreted the Dr. Fox (Naftulin et al., 1973) findings differently. 
Perhaps the harshest critic was Frey (1979), who stated there was no take home message. 
Discounting it entirely, Frey stated, “Quite frankly, this study represents the kind of 
research that teachers make fun of during the first week of an introductory course in 
behavioral research methods. Almost every feature of this study is problematic” (p. 1). 
Others (Marsh & Roche, 1997; McKeachie, 1979) noted that the Dr. Fox demonstration 
provided evidence that students could validly rate teacher enthusiasm and expressiveness, 
one dimension of effective teaching. Similarly, others (Murray, 1983; Perry et al., 1979) 
have noted that although students learned more when there was more content, more 
expressive instructors tended to be rated higher only on that dimension of teaching.
Others (Marsh & Ware, 1982) have investigated whether the amount of content 
that Dr. Fox covered affected students’ perceptions of his knowledge, organization, and 
clarity. Marsh and Ware (1982) reanalyzed data from experiments by Ware and Williams 
(1975, 1977), who addressed limitations of the original Dr. Fox paradigm and reportedly 
continued to find support for the Dr. Fox effect. Marsh and Ware (1982), however, found 
that when students were in the experimental situation that most resembled a college 
classroom (i.e., they were told they would be tested on the material from the lecture), 
only the rating of expressiveness was affected by the manipulation of expressiveness. A
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lack of provided information was also detected by students and their ratings of the 
instructor’s knowledge were influenced accordingly. These findings do not support the 
argument (Clayson & Sheffet, 2006; Nafitulin et al., 1973; Sherman & Blackburn, 1975) 
that SETs are an alternate measure of personality. Rather, they provide support for the 
assertion that instructor enthusiasm, knowledge, organization, and clarity are all 
important dimensions of effective teaching.
Although the Dr. Fox demonstration (Naftulin et al., 1973) is perhaps the most 
problematic, there are important concerns related to the methods used by other 
impressions researchers when applied to college educational contexts (see Beck & 
Lambert, 1977). One common limitation is that few of the previously-mentioned studies 
examined the same college students’ first and final impressions o f their instructor. In 
order to determine whether students’ initial impressions in a college course are strongly 
related to their final evaluations, a study of actual college students in an actual college 
course is necessary. When ratings based on viewing a short video clip of an instructor 
(not necessarily from the first moments of a course) are correlated with students’ final 
ratings of teaching effectiveness, researchers cannot answer questions regarding the 
relation of first impressions to final impressions or the evolution o f impressions over the 
course of a semester in an actual classroom.
To better understand college students’ impressions, the first impression that 
students form should be based on naturally occurring circumstances, not on artificial 
manipulations that occur before students meet the instructor (cf. Kelley, 1950; Perry, 
Niemi, & Jones, 1974; Widmeyer & Loy, 1988). Likewise, to be able to conclude 
anything more than strangers’ impressions of the instructor’s personal qualities are
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correlated with students’ final impressions of college instructors (Ambady & Rosenthal,
1993), actual students in an actual course must be asked about their initial and final 
impressions. In addition, actual instructors of semester-long courses—not actors 
(Naftulin et al., 1973) or guest lecturers (Kelley, 1950; Widmeyer & Loy, 1988)—should 
be the focus of the research.
Impressions: Stable and Changin2?
There is a rift in the teaching literature about the validity o f SETs in part because 
some researchers interpret correlations between initial and final impressions 
inappropriately. In the following section, I will explain why this might happen and then 
provide evidence that impressions of college instructors are stable and also prone to 
change.
Evidence of Stability
There is no shortage of studies pointing to the stability of impressions (see Beck 
& Lambert, 1977; Clayson & Sheffet, 2006; Costin, 1968; Haleta, 1996; Kohlan, 1973; 
Laws et al., 2010; Marsh, 1984; Marsh & Hocevar, 1991; Oles, 1975; Sauber & Ludlow, 
1988; Sherman & Blackburn, 1975), meaning that early impressions are significantly 
correlated with final impressions. For example, Oles (1975) found a median correlation 
of r  = .60 between ratings on the second day of class and final ratings about three months 
later. Costin (1968) similarly found correlations ranging from r = .48 to r = .87 from mid­
semester to final evaluations for section leaders. Other researchers have investigated 
stability over longer periods of time. For example, Marsh and Hocevar (1991) found that 
mean SETs were stable over the course o f 13 years. Overall and Marsh (1980) compared 
students’ end-of-semester ratings to the same students’ ratings over one year after
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completing their programs. The class mean rating was significantly correlated from the 
final course rating to ratings one year later at r -  .83 and there were significant 
correlations of individual SET items ranging from r = .53 to r = .65. Likewise, other 
longitudinal research has demonstrated that personality ratings are stable over time 
(Gustavsson, Weinryb, Goransson, Pedersen, & Asberg, 1997). Gustavsson and 
colleagues found stability in personality ratings after nine years.
Other researchers have investigated how well ratings of personality predicted final 
ratings of teaching effectiveness (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993; Clayson & Sheffet, 2006; 
Patrick, 2011; Skowronski, Carlston, & Hartnett, 2008; Tom et al., 2010). Clayson and 
Sheffet (2006), for example, asked how students’ initial perceptions of the instructor’s 
personality in an actual classroom after less than five minutes’ exposure to the instructor 
related to final evaluations of instruction. A global rating of personality (i.e., the mean of 
items from each of the Big Five measures, including openness, conscientiousness, 
extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism) based on the brief exposure was 
significantly correlated with the final SET (r — .15). Separately, the initial Big Five 
ratings were significantly correlated with the final SET, with the exception of 
extraversion (correlations ranged from r = .13 for conscientiousness to r = .16 for 
openness). When the final ratings of the Big Five factors were separately correlated with 
the final SET, correlations ranged from r = .35 (for extraversion) to r = .74 (for 
conscientiousness). The authors found that later ratings were more strongly correlated 
with the final rating than initial ratings.
Patrick (2011) also investigated the relation between Big Five personality traits 
and student evaluations. Students completed the Big Five Inventory (BFI) (John,
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Donahue, & Kentle, 1991) as well as a single, overall rating of teaching effectiveness 
near the end of the semester. Ratings were significantly correlated at r  = -.23 
(neuroticism), r = .23 (agreeableness), r = .27 (extraversion), and r  = .33 (both openness 
and conscientiousness).
Why So Little is Known About Change
There is hardly disagreement that students make judgments of their instructors in 
the first class period, if  not in the first moments o f the first class period. That ratings 
remain stable over time, whether over a semester or over a decade has been well- 
established. Yet researchers have utilized some analyses and methods that cannot answer 
questions about change.
First, the significant and positive correlations between first and final ratings has 
led some authors to go beyond the data to conclude that first impressions are determined 
early in the semester, a conclusion that cannot be determined from correlation 
coefficients alone. The problem with inferring information about change from 
correlations is that correlations only indicate relative rank ordering from one point in time 
to another (McCall, 1977)—or rank stability (as noted in Chapter I). Correlations do not 
offer information about how individuals change or in what direction change occurs.
Singer and Willett (2003) similarly warned against comparing correlations of successive 
waves of assessments to detect change, stating, “Tempting though it is to infer a direct 
link between the wave-to-wave correlations and change, it is a futile exercise.. .wave-to- 
wave correlations and plots tell us nothing about change over time” (pp. 20-21).
Figure 1 shows a hypothetical scenario where in each of the two classes, first 
impressions of the instructor’s teaching effectiveness were perfectly correlated with the
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final impressions of teaching effectiveness. For Class 1, ratings were perfectly positively 
correlated (demonstrating rank stability) and the mean of 3.25 did not change from the 
first to the final impression (demonstrating mean stability). Every student’s score was 
exactly the same distance and the same direction from the means on both variables. 
Therefore, those students who rated the instructor higher at the beginning of the semester 
rated the instructor higher at the end of the semester, just as students who rated the 
instructor lower at the beginning of the semester continued to rate lower at the end. Class 
2 also demonstrated rank stability, but the perfectly positively correlated ratings also 
changed from a mean of 1.75 to a mean of 4.75. Again, those students who rated the 
instructor higher at the beginning of the semester also rated the instructor higher at the 
end of the semester, whereas those students whose ratings were lower at the first 
impression were also lower at the final impression. This figure makes it apparent that 
correlations do not offer information about change.
Typical classroom impressions research utilizes another approach that may lead to 
unwarranted conclusions that impressions do not change: across a number of courses, the 
average class rating of the instructor at the beginning of the semester is often correlated 
or compared with the average class rating at the end of the semester (for examples, see 
Buchert et al., 2008; Cohen, 1982; Costin, 1968; Hewett et al., 1988; Kohlan, 1973; Oles, 
1975; Sauber & Ludlow, 1988). For example, Buchert and colleagues (2008) asked 
students in multiple sections of an introductory psychology course taught by six different 
instructors to rate their instructor two weeks into a semester and then during the last week 
of the semester. The authors found that there was only pne SET item (out of 18) on which 
students’ ratings had changed significantly (relating to how hard students believed they
17
would have to work during the semester). The authors concluded, “Since it appears that 
students form lasting impressions of faculty during the first 2 weeks of classes, faculty 
desiring to have positive end-of-semester evaluations would be well served by putting 
every effort into making a positive early impression”(p. 404).
Although the use of classroom mean ratings is recommended for SET research
intended to validate SETs (Cranton & Smith, 1990), such an approach cannot adequately
respond to all research questions. When individual students are not tracked, it is
impossible to determine whether there is a subset of students for whom ratings differ
systematically over a course. Brophy and Good (1974) described the problem with using
class means decades ago, stating,
One flaw in much of the research that has looked at naturalistic behavior in 
classrooms has been the stress upon teacher behavior directed toward the entire 
class rather than toward individual students... Although individual differences have 
been discussed in education and psychology for a long time, studies analyzing 
classroom interaction have seldom focused on the individual student (pp. 3, 4).
The problem persists today. Class-level observations do not provide the information
necessary to determine whether individual student impressions change, as class means
remove individual differences contributing to students’ perceptions o f the instructor.
There is, then, the possibility that some students might provide more favorable ratings at
subsequent rating opportunities, while others might provide less favorable ratings, with
the average rating showing little or no change. In other words, “[w]hen individual
students within one class are the units of analysis, the variation in ratings reflects
individual differences in the perceptions of students” (Cranton & Smith, 1990, p. 207).
Laws and colleagues (2010) stated, “Interest in determining at what point students form
lasting impressions of the instructor is not a new question” (p. 81). However, because
18
classroom researchers typically have not tracked individual students over the semester, 
the question has not been sufficiently answered. It is at the level o f the individual student 
that one must look in order to determine whether students’ impressions change.
Evidence of Change
In the following section, I offer evidence from the teaching effectiveness literature 
and personality research that points to the likelihood that students’ impressions of their 
instructor change with experience.
Teaching Effectiveness
There is evidence (Babad, Kaplowitz, & Darley, 1999; Bejar & Doyle, 1976; 
Chermesh, 1977; Chowdhary, 1991; Hewett et al., 1988; Kenny, 1991; Kohlan, 1973; 
Ortinau & Bush, 1987; Powell & Arthur, 1985; Sauber & Ludlow, 1988; Tom et al.,
2010; Wyer, 2010) that impressions o f teaching effectiveness change with additional 
information and that impression formation is a dynamic process (Chermesh, 1977; Oles, 
1975). As noted earlier, Laws and colleagues (2010) compared early impressions of 
teaching effectiveness with later impressions o f teaching effectiveness, asking students to 
rate their instructors using their university-sanctioned SETs on the first day of class or at 
the end of the first week and then again at the end of the semester. They found that 11 of 
18 items on their SETs changed relatively little from the beginning to the end o f the 
semester. Although the authors focused on the 11 ratings that were not significantly 
different, it is noteworthy that 7 of the ratings were significantly different from each 
other—and although two ratings worsened, five of those mean ratings were more positive 
at the end of the semester. Powell and Arthur (1985) similarly asked students to complete
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SETs at mid-semester and again at the end of the semester and found that ratings of 
teaching effectiveness changed significantly during that time period.
Also supporting conclusions that initial impressions change, Babad and 
colleagues (1999) found that when they manipulated students’ impressions of their 
instructor by informing students that the instructor was warm or cold, the effect of the 
manipulation on SETs—although present before meeting the instructor—was 
significantly diminished once students had 30 minutes of exposure to the instructor. At 
the end of the semester, the effect was no longer present. This study not only replicated 
Widmeyer and Loy (1988), but expanded on it by asking whether the effect of the first 
impression manipulation persisted. Babad and colleagues (1999) explained that their 
results were evidence of “students’ flexibility in accommodating their judgments to the 
accumulating real-life information” (p. 81). They added, “[Pjeople are not eternally 
determined by their initial impressions and judgments, and the accumulation of more and 
more new information can potentially change their judgments” (p. 98). The authors noted 
that their findings did not support the classroom literature on perseverance. Instead, their 
findings offered a more educationally and psychologically optimistic picture. This is the 
only research on actual college students in a college classroom that provides evidence of 
impression change from the initial to the final impression. However, this experimental 
study manipulated students’ initial impressions of the instructor’s personal qualities in the 
absence of the instructor.
Oles (1975) also reported that despite a .60 correlation between early and later 
evaluations, student impressions were more negative at the end o f a semester. The author 
stated, “Although students quickly form reasonably lasting judgments of their instructors
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and courses they are also able to alter their judgments as warranted by changing 
situations” (p. 437). This finding was echoed by Ortinau and Bush (1987), who 
demonstrated that students not only modified their initial expectations of the course and 
their instructor, but impressions were also worse by the final ratings. Thus, there is 
evidence that although impressions can be stable, they can also change. Moreover, 
according to these findings, they are likely to worsen with exposure over time (see also 
Powell & Arthur, 1985).
Hewett and colleagues (1988) reasoned that exams could represent critical times 
for impression formation in the classroom. Their examination of exam scores and student 
evaluations for multiple courses over several years suggested that exam scores predicted 
final evaluations of teaching effectiveness. Moreover, the first exam had the strongest 
relation to final instructor evaluations. This finding strongly suggests that at least one 
type of course event relates to the final impression.
Personal Qualities
Other evidence suggests that impressions of personality are likely to change 
following the initial impression. Sherman and Klein (1994) examined the development of 
impressions by manipulating the amount of behavioral evidence perceivers read about a 
target person. When offered less information, perceivers used knowledge of exemplars of 
particular traits, whereas when offered more behavioral information about the target, 
perceivers relied on the target-specific information to guide their judgments. When 
impressions were assessed over time, increased behavioral evidence led to a shift in 
personality ratings. The authors concluded that impressions are dynamic—not static—  
and change with experience. They also noted that although early information had more
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weight than later information (see also Bargh & Thein, 1985), additional behavioral 
information still exerted an influence on the perceiver’s impression.
In an analysis of personality, Kammrath, Ames, and Scholer (2007) asked 
whether impressions changed differentially for each of the Big Five personality 
dimensions (Saucier, 1994). The authors reasoned that conscientiousness, emotional 
stability (i.e., neuroticism), and agreeableness would be most susceptible to change 
because they are “high-maintenance,” meaning little evidence contrary to the trait is 
required for an impression of a person on that trait to change. For example, if a 
perceiver’s first impression is that a target is conscientious and then the perceiver 
experiences an instance or two of the target losing important documents, forgetting a 
deadline, or failing to be organized, the perceiver is more likely to change the impression. 
Alternately, the authors hypothesized that extraversion and openness would be more 
resistant to change (referred to as “low-maintenance”). Thus, once a perceiver forms an 
impression that a target is an extravert, a few instances of introverted behavior would be 
unlikely to change the initial impression.
To demonstrate support for their hypotheses, Kammrath and colleagues (2007) 
asked college freshmen rate their roommates on the Big Five dimensions (Saucier, 1994) 
at the beginning of an academic year, then again at the end of it. They found that 
impressions generally worsened over the course of the academic year (cf. Oles, 1975; 
Ortinau & Bush, 1987). In addition, students’ impressions of their roommates changed 
less for extraversion and openness and were more likely to change for conscientiousness, 
agreeableness, and emotional stability. The authors concluded that “[sjhifts...occur quite 
frequently in developing relationships...” (p. 456). This study offered evidence that
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impressions change—and more or less dramatically depending on the characteristic that 
is being assessed.
Others have demonstrated that subsequent impressions are more strongly 
correlated with the final impression than were initial impressions. For example, students’ 
global initial instructor personality ratings and their final teaching evaluations were 
significantly correlated in Clayson and Sheffet’s (2006) study (r = .15). However, 
subsequent global personality ratings were significantly and more strongly correlated 
with final SETs (r = .32 at week 1, r = .60 at week 10, and r = .80 at week 16 ratings). 
These findings indicate that although ratings from the first moments of class are stable (as 
evidenced by the significance of the correlations) later impressions are more predictive of 
final ratings than are earlier ratings (as evidenced by the strength o f the correlations). 
Summary
The preceding sections demonstrate that impressions of the instructor on at least 
two dimensions (teaching effectiveness and personal qualities) are likely to change as the 
result of increased exposure to him or her. Such changes could occur based on 
intervening classroom events, such as exams. In addition, instructor evaluations later in 
the semester should be more predictive of the final course evaluations than earlier 
evaluations, which would indicate that increased experience provides increased 
information that would contribute to final impressions.
Teaching Competence Versus Personal Qualities; A Critical Distinction
Some researchers have noted such strong correlations between ratings of 
instructor personality and final ratings of teaching effectiveness that they all but conclude 
that personality ratings could replace SETs (Sherman & Blackburn, 1975; see Cruse,
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1987 for a summary). In their meta-analysis on the accuracy of thin slice impressions, for 
example, Ambady and Rosenthal (1992) stated, “Ratings from thin slices of behavior are 
apparently as good a predictor of teaching effectiveness as other measures. This result is 
quite surprising because colleagues and students have access to so much more 
information about the subject than judges viewing clips of behavior under 300 s in 
length” (p. 266).
Until now, I have described a number o f studies in this chapter without 
highlighting a point that is central to my dissertation research: Researchers do not always 
make an explicit distinction between SET items referring to specific instructor behavior 
known to be associated with teaching effectiveness and items referring to the instructor’s 
personal qualities. Teaching effectiveness involves the characteristics related to specific 
teaching behavior (e.g., addressing course objectives, answering questions effectively, or 
presenting the course material effectively). For this dissertation, personal qualities are the 
enduring characteristics of an instructor thought to have high cross-situational 
consistency, and, although relevant to the teaching situation, are not specific to teaching 
(e.g., warm, welcoming, or outgoing). These qualities are often inferred from behavior 
and include descriptors that assist a student with understanding the instructor more 
generally as a person.
In this section, I argue that distinguishing teaching effectiveness from personal 
qualities is important. Likewise, it is important to distinguish a dependent measure that is 
a single overall rating of teaching effectiveness from one that is an index of teaching 
effectiveness, an index that primarily involves personal qualities, or an index that is a 
combination of teaching effectiveness and personal qualities.
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Making the distinction between specific behavior related to teaching effectiveness 
and the broader personal qualities of the instructor may be important for several reasons. 
First, impressions of personal qualities appear to be more stable than impressions of 
teaching behavior (Kohlan, 1973; Sauber & Ludlow, 1988). Sherman and Blackburn 
(1975) reasoned that “personality characteristics are more enduring and therefore more 
difficult to change than are the functional behaviors typically associated with good 
teaching—clearness of assignments, fairness of tests, good use of class time, and the 
like...” (p. 130). Kohlan (1973) followed a similar line of reasoning and found that 
students’ early ratings of the instructor’s personal qualities (e.g., warmth, respect) did not 
change by the end of the semester, whereas ratings of teaching effectiveness (e.g., clear 
demonstrations/lectures, organized class) significantly changed.
The seven items that changed significantly from early to later in the semester in 
Laws and colleagues’ (2010) study related to teaching effectiveness. Similarly, Sauber 
and Ludlow (1988) reported that for 7 out of 11 of their teaching evaluation items, 
students’ ratings of their instructor changed from early to later in the semester. Aside 
from grading fairness, the items that did not significantly change represented personal 
qualities: humor, friendly, and sensitive.
Other evidence that ratings o f teaching effectiveness and personal qualities 
behave differently can be found in the strength of correlations. Correlations of behavior 
impressions generally yield lower correlations (i.e., early ratings are often less strongly 
correlated with later ratings of teaching behavior) (Epstein, 1979; Kohlan, 1973; Sauber 
& Ludlow, 1988). Effect sizes are typically larger when impressions o f personal qualities 
are the dependent variable than when the dependent variable involves impressions of
25
teaching behavior—or a variable that is “less immediately apparent” (Kohlan, 1973, p. 
588).
There is also evidence that specific teaching behavior contributes to SET ratings. 
Murray (1983) observed 60 specific behaviors of instructors who were consistently rated 
low, medium, or high by students, finding that “attention-getting” behavior (e.g., 
enthusiasm, expressiveness, movement, and humor) was associated with higher ratings. 
Concluding that his findings suggested the validity of SETs (as the behavior of 
instructors who received higher ratings differed from those who received lower ratings), 
Murray stated, “[SJtudent ratings appear to be determined more by actual classroom 
behaviors of the instructor than by extraneous factors such as ‘personality’ or 
‘popularity’” (p. 146). This finding was echoed by Babad and colleagues (2004), who 
noted that specific micro-level nonverbal behaviors (such as particular movements of the 
head, face, hand, and body) related to higher student ratings.
Finally, people perceive differences in the qualities of certain characteristics 
(Clayson, 1999; Greenberg et al., 1978). For example, Clayson (1999) reported that 
students viewed instructor teaching behavior as more likely to change over time in 
comparison to instructor personality characteristics. The author concluded, “It is quite 
clear from the study that instructor instructional-related attributes were perceived as 
changing” (p. 74), and, “[i]n general, the more related an attribute of teaching 
effectiveness was to the students’ perception of personality, the less that attribute was 
perceived to change over time by the students” (p. 74). That students view the instructor’s 
teaching effectiveness as something that is more prone to change while they view the 
instructor’s personality as something that is less likely to change has not been
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demonstrated by student ratings in an actual college classroom. If behavior and 
personality items were clearly distinguished from each other, it would be possible to 
determine not only whether impressions change, but also if  certain types o f impressions 
are more prone to change than others.
Skowronski, Carlston, and Hartnett (2008) suggested that a distinction must be 
made between the two types of inferences perceivers make of targets, including “one that 
is focused on labeling the behavior (e.g., that behavior was cruel) and a second that is 
focused on assigning a property to the behavior’s perpetrator (e.g., Ed is cruel)” (p. 327). 
Applied to impressions of teaching effectiveness, this would mean that students would 
rate the instructor on specific teaching behavior (e.g., “Ed is prepared for class”) and 
extend the observation to the personal qualities of the instructor (e.g., “Ed is a 
conscientious person”). Some SETs may contain items more closely aligned with specific 
teaching behavior (e.g., presents material effectively), others may contain items more 
closely aligned with the instructor’s personal qualities (e.g., enthusiasm), and some may 
contain a combination of both types of items. In the remainder o f this section, I highlight 
how some authors have defined the difference between teaching effectiveness and 
personal qualities. Then I describe several studies where the two types of rating were not 
separated or, when the authors made the distinction there could have been an 
improvement.
Some authors have made an explicit distinction between teaching effectiveness 
and the personal qualities of the instructor (Babad et al., 1999; Erdle, Murray, & Rushton, 
1985; Maslow & Zimmerman, 1956; Miller & Miller, 1997; Rosenberg, Nelson, & 
Vivekananthan, 1968; Sauber & Ludlow, 1988; Sherman & Blackburn, 1975; Widmeyer
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& Loy, 1988; see also Lucas & Murray, 2004, for a discussion of the distinctions). For 
example, Miller and Miller (1997) referred to “professional competency” and “personal 
competency,” with the former referring to instructional planning, delivery, and evaluation 
and the latter referring to personal characteristics (including creativity, interpersonal 
skills, cooperative, complimentary, friendly, considerate, and professional) associated 
with effective teaching. Widmeyer and Loy (1988) also offered two distinct categories of 
measures, labeled “personality” and “teaching ability.” The personality items were drawn 
from Kelley’s (1950) study and were offered on a bipolar scale, including: unpleasant, 
sociable, strong personality, irritable, ruthless, formal, proud, self-assured, humorous, and 
dominant. The teaching ability items were added by the authors and consisted of six 
items: “Knows his material,” “considerate of class,” “organized,” “intelligent,” 
“expresses himself well,” and “interesting.”
Rosenberg and colleagues (1968) found that intellectually desirable and socially 
desirable traits were orthogonal. Similarly, Babad and colleagues (1999) manipulated 
warm versus cold first impressions of an instructor and found that the manipulation had a 
greater influence on students’ perceptions of the social qualities o f the instructor than on 
the academic qualities of the instructor. Likewise, Sauber and Ludlow (1988) reported 
that multiple-class mean ratings of instructors’ personal characteristics (i.e., friendly and 
sensitive) did not significantly change, whereas ratings o f instructor behavior (e.g., 
encouraging questions, prepared, clear explanations, or grading) did change from 
beginning to end-of-semester. These studies offer evidence that teaching effectiveness 
and personal qualities are two separate constructs that students view differently.
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A study by Erdle and colleagues (1985) described two sets o f instructor behavior 
(a total of 95 specific dimensions) that trained classroom observers tallied over the course 
of three 1-hour class periods. The first set of behavior (labeled “organization”) related to 
the instructor’s organization of class material and lectures, whereas the second set 
(labeled “charisma”) related to the instructor’s interactions with students. Then, the 
authors asked instructors’ departmental colleagues to rate each instructor on 29 
personality traits (e.g., extraverted, ambitious, sociable). Next, they correlated the 
personality ratings with a global average of the final overall SET rating for actual 
students in each instructor’s course over the last 5 years (“How would you rate your 
instructor in terms of general, overall effectiveness as a teacher?”) (p. 397). As is 
typically noted in research that correlates ratings of personal qualities with final student 
ratings of teaching effectiveness, 21 of 29 ratings were significantly correlated (showing 
an average correlation coefficient of r = .42).
Erdle and colleagues (1985) proposed that specific teaching behavior would 
influence student ratings of instruction and, indeed, found that effective teaching 
behavior mediated the relation between ratings of the instructor’s personality traits and 
the 5-year averages of overall student ratings. Fifty-percent of the variance in the relation 
between personality traits and global classroom ratings was accounted for by specific 
classroom behavior (organization and charisma). Arguing that SETs were valid measures, 
the authors concluded that “instructor personality is reflected in specific classroom 
behaviors, which in turn are validly rated by students” (p. 406). This study provides 
evidence that separating specific teaching behavior from personal qualities of the 
instructor is informative.
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Dependent Variables in Classroom Impressions Research
SETs are the most commonly used dependent variable for researchers interested 
in first impressions in education, but they vary by university and researcher in terms of 
their content. Some researchers (e.g., Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993; Erdle et al., 1985) use 
a single item, which is often either a rating of overall satisfaction with the instructor or a 
rating of the overall teaching effectiveness of the instructor. Single item measures are 
problematic. First, overall ratings of teaching effectiveness appear to include students’ 
perceptions of the instructor’s teaching effectiveness and personal qualities (Benassi & 
Dudley, unpublished dataset, 2012; see also Clayson, 1999). Next, there is an issue of 
scope: a single item can hardly capture the complexity of teaching effectiveness (Mclver 
& Carmines, 1981). The use o f a single item also provides increased opportunity for bias 
(Marsh & Roche, 1997). Furthermore, it is impossible to calculate the reliability of a 
single item (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). Blalock (1970) noted another problem: “With a 
single measure of each variable, one can remain blissfully unaware of the possibility of 
measurement error, but in no sense will this make his inferences more valid” (p. 111). 
Because of these issues, it is possible that conclusions based on correlations using an 
overall measure may yield different results—likely inflated correlations—than when 
correlations are made between multi-item measures of teaching effectiveness and 
personality.
Other researchers (Clayson & Sheffet, 2006; Laws et al., 2010) use their 
university-sanctioned SET, which may contain an overall rating, ratings of instructor 
behavior known to be associated with teaching effectiveness, and/or some ratings of 
personal qualities (e.g., enthusiasm) that are known to be associated with teaching
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effectiveness. There can be problems when the researcher does not separate items related 
to the instructor’s effectiveness from items related to his or her personal qualities. Given 
that there is evidence that students’ ratings o f the instructor’s teaching effectiveness and 
personal qualities may be rated by students differently and their ratings of each are likely 
to change differentially (Babad et al., 1999; Clayson, 1999; Doyle, 1975; Erdle et al., 
1985; Miller & Miller, 1997; Rosenberg et al., 1968; Sauber & Ludlow, 1988), it seems 
prudent to make the distinction with the dependent variable as well. Otherwise, the 
researcher may erroneously conclude that SETs and personality measures are 
interchangeable.
The distinction between teaching effectiveness and personal qualities is an issue 
that is rarely explicitly addressed in impressions research (in fact, no research has 
compared stability and change for teaching effectiveness ratings with stability and change 
for ratings of personal qualities in an actual classroom context at the level of the 
individual student). Making such a distinction may demonstrate more clearly that ratings 
on one measure are more stable than the other. In addition, one measure may show more 
change than the other with time and exposure to the instructor.
Summary
In Chapter II, I reviewed the literature relevant to first impressions. Student 
impressions are stable, but whether, when, and what type of impressions change
o '
following the first impression has not been clearly established. That the nature of change 
in the college classroom is less well understood relates to methods. Patrick (2011) called 
for “[r]esearch examining the actual learning of students over the course of a 
semester...and its relations with teacher personality and SETs” (p. 248). My dissertation
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research will address this call. To conclude this chapter, I will summarize the main issues 
raised in this chapter and describe how my research will respond to each.
1. Actual course instructors. Early impressions researchers (e.g., Asch, 1946) 
made use of hypothetical targets. Later research on students’ impressions involved 
manipulation of impressions of one-time guest lecturers (Kelley, 1950; Naftulin et al., 
1973; Perry et al., 1974; Widmeyer & Loy, 1988). In some studies, lecturers were not in 
the room with students when the initial impression was formed (Babad et al., 1999; 
Kelley, 1950; Perry et al., 1974; Widmeyer & Loy, 1988). In other words, students 
received biased information that was canceled quickly, as opposed to having a semester’s 
worth of information about the instructor’s effectiveness and personal qualities. Because 
of the methods used, these studies cannot speak to students’ formation of impressions of 
their own college instructors over a full semester of exposure to the instructor and 
without having received an artificially biased first impression. My research will offer a 
higher degree of mundane realism through having students rate their own instructors’ 
teaching effectiveness and personal qualities from the beginning to the end of a semester.
2. Actual students in actual classrooms. Thin slice research (Ambady & 
Rosenthal, 1992, 1993) offers a perspective on the accuracy of initial impressions, but 
because this research makes use of independent raters, it cannot answer questions about 
the stability of impressions or anything about change over time. Related research 
(Naftulin et al., 1973) involved professionals’ ratings of a lecturer following a one-time 
lecture and the researchers suggested that respondents resembled college students in their 
impressions of teaching effectiveness. Rather than asking independent or non-student 
raters to judge personality characteristics of instructors and then correlating those ratings
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with actual students’ final overall instructor ratings, I will measure actual students’ 
impressions of the instructor’s teaching effectiveness and personal qualities during a full 
semester.
3. Stability and change. In my dissertation research, I will look at students’ ratings 
of their instructor over the course of one semester, as this is the type and amount of 
exposure that college students receive in academic courses. Ratings of instructors’ 
teaching effectiveness should become more stable as a result of increased exposure to the 
instructor (i.e., thick slices). I ask the same students to rate their instructor at the 
beginning and end of the semester, as well as several other points in between, to assess 
stability in the college classroom. My research can respond to the question of whether 
and when first impressions of college instructors change through obtaining and 
comparing impressions multiple times over the course of a semester.
4. Level of measurement. Most research on impressions in the college classroom 
makes observations at the class level (e.g., Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993; Clayson & 
Sheffet, 2006; Cohen, 1982; Hewett et al., 1988; Kohlan, 1973; Oles, 1975; Sauber & 
Ludlow, 1988). To adequately address whether impressions change, I will also focus on 
the level of the individual student. Tracking students over the course of a semester will 
provide the opportunity to determine whether some students systematically differ from 
others in their ratings. The individual-level focus makes this research unique in the 
student impression and SET literatures.
5. Distinguishing teaching effectiveness from personal qualities. Research on 
students’ impressions of their instructors does not always clearly separate teaching 
effectiveness and personal qualities, but there is reason to believe that doing so is
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important. My research will ask students to rate their instructor’s teaching effectiveness 
and personal qualities separately, making it possible to determine whether students make 
such a distinction in their judgments. This will serve to extend previous research 
(Clayson, 1999; Laws et al., 2010).
6. Course events as key times for student impression change. Hewett and 
colleagues (1988) suggested the use of exams for predicting final student evaluations of 
teaching effectiveness. However, in their research, the authors observed mean ratings of 
the instructor at the beginning and end of the semester—students’ identities were not 
revealed on exams and evaluations. Thus, it was not possible to determine whether 
individual student ratings changed as a function of performance in the course. Tracking 
individual students will provide the opportunity to determine whether a student’s exam 
scores impact his or her impressions. Obtaining student ratings before and after at least 




In Chapter II, I reviewed the relevant findings in impressions research and 
described problems with some of the methods used. In this chapter, I offer my research 
hypotheses and set the stage for the studies described in Chapter IV.
Research Hypotheses 
Based on the evidence offered in Chapter II, I made the following hypotheses: 
la. Student impressions of the instructor will be stable from the beginning of the 
semester to the end of the semester for both impressions o f teaching effectiveness and 
personal qualities.
lb. Initial ratings of personal qualities will be more strongly correlated with final 
ratings of personal qualities than initial and final ratings o f teaching effectiveness.
lc. Initial ratings will be more weakly correlated with final ratings than later 
ratings with final ratings.
2. Students’ impressions of their instructor’s teaching effectiveness will change, 
as evidenced by a significant difference in ratings from beginning of the semester to later 
points in the semester. Impressions of personal qualities, although they are expected to 
worsen over time, are expected to change less than impressions o f teaching effectiveness.
3. Students’ impressions o f teaching effectiveness—but not personal qualities— 
will differ as a function of course events. Specifically, students who are the top
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performers on exams will rate their instructor higher than students who perform poorly 
on the same exams. In other words, ratings of the instructor’s teaching effectiveness will 
likely reflect students’ experiences in the classroom during the semester. Although 
ratings of the instructor’s personal qualities are likely to adjust following the first 
impression, they are not expected to change reliably based on exam performance.
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CHAPTER IV
METHODS, RESULTS, AND DISCUSSION
General Procedure for All Studies
I tested my hypotheses in four studies with assistance provided by the University 
of New Hampshire (UNH) Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETL), 
using a naturalistic setting—intact classrooms—to identify impressions of instructors’ 
teaching effectiveness and personal qualities. The project is part o f a larger series of 
studies under which the UNH institutional review board granted approval to Victor A. 
Benassi (Appendix A). A number of measures were included in the data collection; only 
those measures directly related to the present dissertation are described herein.
A description of the studies was provided to students in each course syllabus 
(Appendix B). Students were assured confidentiality and that their ratings would not be 
viewed by their instructor. In addition, the study and plan for providing course credit was 
described by the course instructor. Students received an email (through CETL) that 
provided a link to an online survey, instructions, the deadline for completion of the 
survey, and a unique access code for each student. The code linked the individual 
student’s data for all survey administrations. Surveys were administered from five to 
seven times for each study with some surveys timed just before an exam and some timed 
just after an exam1. Surveys opened and students received an email one week before their
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scheduled exams and as soon as they received exam feedback. Most surveys were open 
for three to five days.
In Studies la  through 3, all but the final survey of teaching effectiveness asked 
students to predict how they believed they would evaluate their instructor at the end of 
the semester (Appendix C). The final survey was administered at the end of the semester; 
students provided their final rating of their instructor’s teaching effectiveness in the past 
tense (Appendix D). For Study 4, students were asked the same SET items, but for the 
first four administrations, they were asked to offer their current impressions of teaching 
effectiveness up to that point in the semester (an explanation for the tense change is 
offered in Study 4). In the final administration, as with earlier studies, students were 
asked to respond in the past tense. Students were also asked questions regarding their 
perceptions of the instructor’s personal qualities (Studies la  through 3) or personality 
(Study 4) at each survey administration. For studies 3 and 4, exam scores were posted by 
the instructor and accessible through the course website.
Study la
The goals for Study la  were to assess the reliability for the scales that would be 
used in later studies and to identify the factor structure of the new measures.
Participants
One hundred thirty-seven college students at UNH, enrolled in four sections o f an 
introductory psychology course during the spring 2011 semester, participated in this 
study in exchange for course credit. Students’ ages ranged from 18 to 24 years old (M  = 
19.45). Most students were White (n = 112), two students were Black, and the remaining 
students’ backgrounds were unknown (n = 23). Classes consisted primarily o f freshmen
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(n = 62) and sophomores (n = 45), with some juniors (n = 12) and seniors (n = 14). The 
class standing of four students was unavailable. Each section was taught by a different 
instructor (three women and one man). Sections were combined following an inspection 
of the data, which showed the same distributions and pattern of results.
Procedure
The procedure for Study la  was as described in the General Procedure for All 
Studies. Students’ impressions of their instructors’ teaching effectiveness and personal 
qualities were assessed seven times over the course of the semester: After the first day of 
class, the second week of classes, before and after two exams, and one final evaluation at 
the end of the semester. The measures are described below.
Measures
Teaching Effectiveness. For the first six surveys, students completed the standard 
UNH-sanctioned SET, comprised of 14 items written in the future tense (e.g., “Will be 
well-prepared for class”; “Will present material effectively”; “Will be available to 
students outside of class.”), such that during the semester, students were asked to make 
predictions about how they believed they would rate the instructor at the end of the 
semester (Buchert et al., 2008). For the final administration, the items were in the past 
tense (e.g., “Was prepared for class,” “Presented material effectively,” and “Was 
available to students outside of class”) (Appendix D). Of the 14 SET items, eight 
represented teaching effectiveness; their mean created an index labeled teaching 
effectiveness. Items used in the analyses included 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, and 11 (Appendix 
C). Students rated the first 13 items related to instructor teaching effectiveness on a 5- 
point scale (1 = strongly disagree-, 5 = strongly agree). Those items combined to form a
39
mean final SET. Item 14, the overall rating of teaching effectiveness, was also used as the 
dependent measure in some analyses and was rated on a 5-point scale (1 = poor, 5 = 
excellent). See Table 1 for sample sizes, reliabilities, means, and standard deviations for 
all administrations of this measure.
Personal Qualities. Students judged their instructor on a semantic differential 
comprised of 12 bipolar adjective-pair items describing personal qualities (e.g., 
impatience versus patience). The items included the following adjectives: welcoming, 
humorous, patient, caring, polite, open, enthusiastic, warm, likable, optimistic, 
approachable, and personality. Items were selected based on their association with 
teaching effectiveness, such that higher ratings on each variable were associated with 
more effective teaching (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993; Babad et al., 2004; Digman, 1990; 
Gorham & Christophel, 1992; Lowman, 1995; Lucas & Murray, 2004; Sherman & 
Blackburn, 1975; and Widmeyer & Loy, 1988). Students completed this measure at each 
survey administration using a 100-point scale (e.g., 0 = closed; 100 = open). See Table 1 
for sample sizes, reliabilities, means, and standard deviations for all administrations. 
Results and Discussion
My first goal for Study la  was to establish that the measures to be used in future 
studies were reliable. I used SPSS 20.0 for all analyses. Cronbach’s alphas for all scales 
(Table 1) were all over .90; all scales selected for this research demonstrate excellent 
reliability (George & Mallery, 2003). That is, the items appear to be measuring the same 
underlying construct (Cronbach, 1951).
For the measure of teaching effectiveness, derived from the 14 items that 
comprise the UNH SET, I selected a priori the eight items that corresponded more clearly
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with instructor specific teaching behavior than with personal qualities. I also excluded 
item 14, the overall rating of teaching effectiveness, as that item represents a dependent 
variable in some analyses. To assess the dimensionality of the eight items selected from 
my modified version of the UNH SET, I performed an exploratory factor analysis using 
Principle Axis Factoring (PAF), the default criterion to retain only factors with 
eigenvalues greater than 1.0, on the first administration of SET items. I requested 
Varimax rotation, although only one factor was anticipated based on the choice of items 
entered.
Only factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were retained and only one factor 
had an eigenvalue greater than 1.0, which accounted for 73.01% o f the variance. 
Communalities for variables ranged from .64 to .83. Factor loadings ranged from .80 to 
.91. See Table 2 for factor loadings, communalities, sum of squared loadings, and 
percentage of variance accounted for. I repeated the same procedure for the remaining six 
administrations with comparable results for dimensionality, factor loadings (ranging from 
.64 to .93), communalities (ranging from .42 to .87), and variance accounted for (ranging 
from 53.04% to 78.58%).
I also performed an exploratory factor analysis to evaluate whether a one factor 
model was appropriate for the 13 items comprising the final SET (items 1-13), the final 
measure used in some analyses. I selected PAF as the method of extraction. Only factors 
with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were retained and Varimax rotation was requested. One 
factor was retained; it had an eigenvalue greater than 1.0, accounting for 78% of the 
variance. Communalities for variables were high, ranging from .62 to .90 (cf. Bejar & 
Doyle, 1976). Rotated factor loadings ranged from .79 to .95.
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Next, I assessed the dimensionality o f the first administration of the 12 items 
related to personal qualities, selected based on previous research indicating those 
qualities were characteristic of effective instructors. The items included: welcoming, 
humorous, patient, caring, polite, open, enthusiastic, warm, likable, optimistic, 
approachable, and personality. I performed exploratory factor analysis to evaluate 
whether a one factor model was appropriate for the 12 items related to personal qualities, 
selecting PAF as the method of extraction. Only factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 
were retained and Varimax rotation was requested. Two factors were retained and 
rotated, with initial eigenvalues of 7.39 and 1.19. The first factor included: caring, 
patient, welcoming, polite, and approachable. For the sake of distinction, this factor was 
labeled interpersonal rapport. The second factor included: warmth, personality, 
openness, humor, and enthusiasm. I labeled this factor interpersonal precursors. Two 
items, optimistic and likable, loaded on both factors over .50 and were dropped from 
further analyses. Table 3 shows a summary of factor loadings, communalities, sum of 
squared loadings, and percentage of variance accounted for in this analysis. A lack of 
conceptual differences between the two sets of items was supported by the large first 
eigenvalue and the small second eigenvalue (just over the cutoff o f 1.0). I ran exploratory 
factor analyses on the remaining six administrations of the personal qualities items, 
finding that on the first several administrations, the two factors emerged (most analyses 
showed a similar pattern; the first factor’s eigenvalue was around 7.0 while the second 
eigenvalue was close to 1.0). Analyses on the final times produced only one factor2.
Because two factors emerged based on exploratory factor analysis and not for 
theoretical reasons, I ran factor analyses on the first administration of items related to
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personal qualities and this time forced one factor. Forcing one factor accounted for 
58.53% of the variance, communalities ranged from .42 to .69, and loadings ranged from 
.65 to .83. As with the teaching effectiveness items, I repeated the same procedure for the 
remaining administrations with comparable results: variance accounted for ranged from 
47.99% to 67.36%, communalities ranged from .37 to .86, and loadings ranged from .57 
to .93, suggesting that a one-factor measure was acceptable.
I also ran analyses of personal qualities using the two variables that emerged from 
the unforced factor analysis (interpersonal rapport and interpersonal precursors) and the 
one combined 10-item variable for Studies 2 and 3 (to be described). Because I had the 
same pattern of results whether I ran analyses on the variables partitioned or combined, I 
opted to only report results with the combined, 10-item variable3.
In Study la, I provided evidence that the measures to be used in the remaining 
studies are reliable. In addition, factor analyses suggested that the 1-factor measures were 
acceptable. The teaching effectiveness items sufficiently reduced to one factor. The items 
contributing to the measure of instructor personal qualities formed two factors some1 
times and one factor other times. Conceptually, separating the items did not offer added 
insight to analyses, nor did the pattern of results change (in analyses to be described in 
Studies 2 and 3), so I decided to use the 10-item measure o f personal qualities.
Study lb
For Study lb, students once again rated their impressions of their instructor’s 
teaching effectiveness and personal qualities. The goal of this study was to run a 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to determine whether the 1-factor solution fit for 
teaching effectiveness. In addition, I performed exploratory factor analyses on the
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personal qualities items (Hurley et al., 1997). Finally, to demonstrate that teaching 
effectiveness and personal qualities are two separate constructs, I took advantage of the 
size of the sample and ran preliminary factor analysis on the teaching effectiveness items 
and personal qualities items combined. Participants, procedure, and measures are 
described in detail in Study 3; factor analyses are presented here for ease of exposition. 
Results and Discussion
I used IBM© SPSS© Amos 20.0 to perform a CFA, based on data from 242 
introductory psychology students. CFA for the measure of teaching effectiveness was 
possible with this dataset because of the general consensus (see Schreiber, Stage, King, 
Nora, & Barlow, 2006) of 10 participants per estimated parameter; there were 24 
estimated parameters for this analysis. I selected maximum likelihood estimation. The 
data came from the eight items on the UNH SET that asked students to rate their 
instructor’s teaching effectiveness on a 5-point Likert scale. A correlation table is shown 
in Table 4 and the theoretical model is presented in Figure 2 .1 expected a one-factor 
model to be confirmed in the measurement portion of the model. I evaluated the 
assumptions of multivariate normality and linearity through SPSS 20.0 using box plots, 
observing no extreme univariate or multivariate outliers. Means and intercepts were 
estimated for missing data. The comparative fit index (CFI) = .97 and the Tucker-Lewis 
fit index (TLI) = .95. Those values indicate a good fit between the model and the 
observed data. The RMSEA = .078, which suggested an acceptable fit (Kenny, 2012). 
Standardized parameter estimates are also provided in Figure 2; standardized and 
unstandardized estimates are shown in Table 5 .1 ran the same analysis on the teaching
44
effectiveness measure for the remaining five administrations. CFA results for those 
analyses are summarized in Table 6 and similarly support a one-factor structure.
For personal qualities, there were 30 estimated parameters and, therefore, not 
enough students in the sample for CFA (Kenny, 2012), so I ran exploratory factor 
analyses on each administration of the 10 items relating to personal qualities (see Hurley 
et al., 1997). Without forcing a factor, I found the same pattern o f results as in Study la; 
when two factors emerged (based on the eigenvalue greater than 1.0 criterion), the second 
factor’s eigenvalue was smaller than the first factor’s eigenvalue and it was close to 1.0 
(see Footnote 3). For the final two administrations, only one factor emerged. I then ran 
analyses forcing one factor. Forcing one factor accounted for 51.30% to 69.03% of the 
variance, communalities ranged from .30 to .90, and loadings ranged from .55 to .95. 
These results also suggest that the one-factor measure of personal qualities is adequate.
Finally, in order to establish that teaching effectiveness and personal qualities are 
two separate constructs, I ran exploratory factor analysis (using PAF and requesting 
Varimax rotation) combining the 8 items representing teaching effectiveness and 10 
items representing personal qualities (Table 7). Two factors were retained and had 
eigenvalues greater than 1.0, each representing the teaching effectiveness and personal 
quality items.
Study la  established that the instruments designed to be used in the remaining 
studies of this dissertation research are reliable. In addition, factor analysis on each 
measure provided an acceptable one-factor solution. In Study lb, I reported a CFA that 
supported a one-factor solution for the measure of teaching effectiveness and exploratory 
factor analyses that supported a one-factor solution for the measure of the instructor’s
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personal qualities. Then, I ran exploratory factor analysis combining the teaching 
effectiveness and personal quality items, finding that the two sets o f items formed the two 
predicted factors. The results of the exploratory factor analysis support previous research 
indicating that teaching effectiveness and the personal qualities o f the instructor are 
separate constructs. In the remaining studies of this dissertation, I will use these measures 
to test my hypotheses.
Study 2
For Study 2, students once again rated their impressions of their instructor’s 
teaching effectiveness and personal qualities. For this study, students from the same 
section of a course rated their social psychology instructor throughout the semester, 
allowing for a test of the stability of impressions over a semester.
Participants
Sixty-one students at UNH, enrolled in one section of a social psychology course 
during the spring 2011 semester, participated in the study in exchange for course credit. 
Students’ ages ranged from 18 to 51 years old (M=  20.43). Most students were White (n 
= 50), however there were also students who were Asian (w = 2), Hispanic or Latino (n = 
1), Black (n = 1), and of mixed ethnicity {n = 2). The remaining students’ backgrounds 
were unknown (n = 5). The class consisted primarily of sophomores (n = 37), but 
included one freshman, some juniors (n -  15), and some seniors (n = 8).
Procedure
The procedure for Study 2 was identical to the General Procedure for All Studies. 
Student impressions were assessed five times: After the first day of class, the second
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week of classes, before and after one exam4, and one final evaluation at the end of the 
semester. Students were asked their impression o f their female instructor.
Measures
Teaching Effectiveness. For the first four administrations, students completed the 
future tense version of the UNH SET (Appendix C), as described in Study la. The fifth 
(final) administration was in the past tense. See Table 8 for sample sizes, reliabilities, 
means, and standard deviations for all administrations.
Personal Qualities. Students judged their instructor on the same 10 bipolar 
adjective-pair items described in Study la  and derived from the factor analysis from that 
study. Students completed this measure at each survey administration. See Table 8 for 
sample size, reliabilities, means, and standard deviations for all survey administrations of 
this measure.
Results and Discussion
Preliminary data screening included an examination of the distribution shapes of 
histograms for each variable, an examination o f scatter plots for outliers, and tests for 
homogeneity of variance. Histograms and scatter plots indicated that scores were 
approximately normally distributed for each dependent variable and the assumption of 
homogeneity of variance was not violated. There were several outliers; all but one 
extreme outlier were retained for the analyses in the study.
For personal qualities, I ran all analyses using the two-factor solution (the 
interpersonal rapport and interpersonal precursors measures) and the one-factor solution. 
Analyses showed the same pattern o f results across administrations. For ease of 
exposition, I will present the analyses using only the combined, 10-item variable (see
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Footnote 3). For these and all future analyses, alpha is set at .05, unless otherwise 
specified.
I first tested whether college students’ impressions of their instructor were stable 
from the beginning of the semester to the end of the semester (Hypothesis 1 a). As shown 
in Table 9, in this sample, correlations between ratings of teaching effectiveness from 
early to final impression (below diagonal) and personal qualities from first to final 
impression (above diagonal) were stable throughout the semester, with the exception of 
initial and final ratings of teaching effectiveness. As predicted in Hypothesis lb, initial 
ratings of personal qualities were stronger predictors of final ratings of personal qualities 
than were initial teaching effectiveness ratings of later teaching effectiveness ratings. 
These findings suggest that students’ perceptions of personal qualities are more stable 
than their perceptions of the instructor’s teaching effectiveness. In addition, later ratings 
for teaching effectiveness were stronger predictors o f final ratings than were initial 
ratings (Hypothesis lc) (I did not run a significance test for teaching effectiveness 
ratings, as early and final impressions were not significantly correlated.). Students’ 
second ratings of teaching effectiveness were also less strongly correlated with final 
ratings than their fourth ratings: t{21) = 2.56, p  < .05. Initial ratings o f personal qualities, 
however, were not more weakly correlated with final ratings than later ratings: t{21) = 
1.08,p > .05.
As shown in Table 10, earlier impressions were generally correlated with final 
impressions of the instructor’s teaching effectiveness (by either a single-item or a mean, 
13-item final measure). First impressions of the instructor’s personal qualities were also 
correlated with the mean (item 1-13) final impressions o f teaching effectiveness.
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In Table 11,1 present correlations between the teaching effectiveness ratings and 
the ratings of personal qualities for each time. Most ratings were significantly correlated 
with each other, but not perfectly—an indication that although the two measures are 
related, they are not interchangeable.
The pattern of results in this study was consistent with my hypotheses. Student 
impressions—for both teaching effectiveness and personal qualities— were stable 
(Hypothesis la). Impressions of personal qualities were more stable than impressions o f 
teaching effectiveness (Hypothesis lb). In addition, both types of ratings became more 
stable when students were provided more exposure to the instructor (Hypothesis lc). The 
size of my sample may have been a limitation of this study. Such a problem could be 
addressed by surveying a large lecture course, as I did in Study 3.
Study 3
In Study 2 ,1 demonstrated that the measures used in this research are reliable and 
also provided evidence that impressions are stable from earlier in the semester to later in 
the semester. I also provided evidence that there may be value in differentiating behavior 
related to teaching effectiveness from the personal qualities of the instructor, as the two 
types of measures differed in the strength of their correlations.
As in Studies la  and 2, students in Study 3 rated their instructor on teaching 
effectiveness and personal qualities over the course o f a semester. The use o f a large 
lecture course provided greater power to test the additional hypothesis regarding 
impression change. The goals of this study were to: 1) replicate previous research and 
Study 2 to test for the stability of impressions; 2) test for impression change; and 3) 
detect changes in impressions as they related to two critical points in the semester (before
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and after taking two exams). Tracking individual students over the semester provided the 
opportunity to use exam scores to determine whether impression change occurred 
differentially for some students and whether the change related to real course events. 
Participants
A total of 242 UNH students (179 women; 63 men) enrolled in an introductory 
psychology course participated in exchange for course credit. The majority of students 
were freshmen (n = 201), followed by sophomores (n = 11), juniors (n = 9), and seniors 
(n = 4). Class standing for the remaining students was unavailable.
Procedures
Procedures were identical to those described in the General Procedure for All 
Studies. The survey was administered six times during the semester: After the first day 
of class, during the second week of the course, following the first exam5, before and after 
an exam later in the semester, and a final evaluation at the end o f the semester. Students 
were asked about their impressions of their female instructor.
Measures
Teaching Effectiveness. Students completed the UNH SET, as described in Study 
la. Items were written in future tense for the first five administrations (Appendix C) and 
the final administration was written in the past tense (Appendix D). See Table 12 for 
sample sizes, reliabilities, medians, and interquartile ranges (IQR) for each 
administration.
Personal Qualities. Students completed the 10 bipolar items relating to 
impressions of the instructor’s personal qualities, as described in Study la. See Table 12 
for sample sizes, reliabilities, medians, and IQRs for each administration.
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Course Performance. Two sets of exam scores were posted by the instructor and 
accessed through Blackboard©.
Results and Discussion
As in Study 2, preliminary data screening included an examination o f the 
distribution shapes of histograms for each variable, an examination of scatter plots for 
outliers, and tests for violations of homogeneity of variance. Histograms of all variables 
indicated there was a possible ceiling effect on both measures and that the distributions of 
shapes were negatively skewed on both measures. Scatter plots indicated that there were 
several outliers and no extreme outliers; all were retained for all analyses. Scatterplots 
also showed a ceiling effect for all measures. Because the normality assumption was 
violated, nonparametric analyses are reported for this study.
Stability. To assess the stability of impressions, I ran nonparametric Spearman 
correlations on ratings of teaching effectiveness (the 8 items from the UNH SET) and 
ratings of personal qualities (the 10-item mean) with final ratings (either the single-item 
overall rating or the mean of items 1-13 from the UNH SET) (Table 13). Students’ 
impressions after the first day of class were significantly and positively correlated with 
final ratings, as were all other administrations with the final ratings (Hypothesis la).
In Table 14,1 present nonparametric Spearman correlations between each of the 
administrations of the teaching effectiveness measure (below diagonal). In addition, the 
table shows correlations between each o f the ratings of the instructor’s personal qualities 
(above diagonal). All correlations were positive and significant ip  = .001). Next, I 
compared the correlation between initial and final ratings of personal qualities with the 
correlation between initial and final ratings o f teaching effectiveness, as described by
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Meng, Rosenthal, and Rubin (1992). The initial and final ratings o f personal qualities 
were more strongly correlated than the initial and final ratings of teaching effectiveness 
(Z = 2.65, p  = .008) (Hypothesis lb). In addition, the correlation between Time 1 and 
Time 6 was weaker than the correlation between Time 5 and Time 6 for both teaching 
effectiveness (Z = -2.28, p  = .02) and for personal qualities (Z = -20.4, p  < .001), 
indicating that increased information informs students’ later impressions (Hypothesis lc).
In Table 15,1 present Spearman correlations between teaching effectiveness 
ratings and personal qualities ratings. There were significant correlations between all 
ratings at each administration. Although these variables are significantly and positively 
correlated, it is also evident that the two measures are not proxies of one another.
Change. My final goal in Study 3 was to detect changes in students’ impressions 
of their instructor following receiving feedback on two separate occasions (Hypotheses 2 
and 3). As noted earlier, the assumptions o f multivariate normality were not satisfied. 
Therefore, I ran nonparametric tests on two separate sets of times for low performers and 
high performers. In the first set of times, students were selected based on receiving either 
the bottom third of scores (n = 44) or the top third of scores (n = 80) on the first exam 
(labeled low performers and high performers, respectively). Of 242 total students, 124 
were tested: (1) after the first day of class (first impression), (2) one week before their 
first exam (pre-exam 1), and (3) following receiving feedback on their first exam (post­
exam 1). These analyses will be described first.
For low performers, a Friedman test revealed that there was no difference in 
ratings over time when comparing first impressions to pre- and post-exam 1 impressions, 
p  -  .28. There was a statistically significant difference in ratings for high performers,
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however, from the first impression to the ratings post-exam 1; x2 (2) = 14.45, p  = .001. To 
examine where change occurred, I ran five analyses with Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks tests 
and Mann-Whitney tests. For high performers, median (IQR) ratings for the first 
impression, pre-exam 1 impression, and post-exam 1 impression were 4.5 (4.0-4.88), 4.25 
(4.0-4.75), and 4.75 (4.13-5.0), respectively. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test results indicated 
that high performing students’ ratings of teaching effectiveness changed significantly 
from the initial impression to the pre-exam 1 impression (Z = -2.52, p  = .01) and also 
from the pre-exam 1 impression to the post-exam 1 impression (Z = -3.70, p  = .001). 
Ratings dropped significantly just before the exam and, when high performing students 
received feedback on their exam performance, ratings rebounded.
Mann-Whitney tests comparing low and high performers at each time revealed 
that the first impression of teaching effectiveness was not significantly different for future 
low and high performers (p = .21), nor were ratings significantly different between the 
two groups preceding exam 1 (p -  .31). However, ratings o f teaching effectiveness 
significantly differed for low and high performers following receiving exam 1 feedback: 
U = 1125.50,p  = .001. For these analyses, students’ ratings o f teaching effectiveness 
differed following receiving feedback on exam performance and high performers rated 
the instructor as more effective than low performers.
The results of these analyses indicate that 1) students did not differ in their first or 
pre-exam 1 impressions based on whether they would be low or high performers in the 
future, 2) high performers’ ratings significantly dropped from the initial impression, then 
increased significantly following receiving feedback on the first exam, 3) low 
performers’ ratings of teaching effectiveness remained unchanged from the first
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impression to post-exam 1, and 4) low and high performers only differed significantly in 
teaching effectiveness ratings after receiving exam feedback.
I performed the same analyses for the second set o f teaching effectiveness ratings 
for low and high performers. Students were selected based on receiving either the bottom 
third of scores (n -  32) or the top third of scores (n = 44) on both exams (labeled low 
performers and high performers, respectively). Of 242 total students, 76 were tested: (1) 
after the first day of class (first impression), (2) one week before their second exam (pre­
exam 2), and (3) following receiving feedback on their second exam (post-exam 2).
To evaluate impression change, I once again performed the Friedman test on the 
second set of times for low performers and high performers. For low performers, there 
was, again, no difference in ratings over time,/? = .68. There was, however, a statistically 
significant change in ratings for high performers from the first impression to the ratings 
post-exam 2; %2 (2) = 10.13,/? = .006.
To examine where impressions changed in ratings of teaching effectiveness for 
high performers, I ran five analyses with Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks tests and Mann- 
Whitney tests. For high performers, median (IQR) ratings for the first impression, pre­
exam 2 impression, and post-exam 2 impression were 4.50 (4.0-4.88), 4.63 (4.0-5.0), and 
4.75 (4.22-5.0), respectively. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test results indicated that changes in 
high performing students’ ratings of teaching effectiveness did not occur between the first 
impression and pre-exam 2 impression (/? = .17), but did occur from pre-exam 2 to post­
exam 2 (Z = -2.30, p  = .02), with ratings becoming more positive following receiving 
exam feedback. Mann-Whitney tests comparing low and high performers (based on exam 
2) on their first impression, pre-exam 2, and post-exam 2 revealed no significant
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differences between the two groups at each time (p = .95, p  = .48, and p  = .42, 
respectively).
Figure 3 shows a graph of mean ratings of the instructor’s teaching effectiveness 
for only those students who were either low or high performers on both exams (bottom or 
top third of scores) and who completed all surveys. Because of the small sample size with 
those restrictions in place, there was insufficient power for statistical analysis. However, 
for ratings of the instructor’s teaching effectiveness, students who performed higher on 
both exams appeared to rate the instructor’s teaching effectiveness higher than students 
whose performance was lowest on both exams. A visual inspection suggests that ratings 
of low and high performers diverged around the first exam and the gap maintained for the 
remainder of the semester.
Next, I tested for impression change in students’ perceptions of the instructor’s 
personal qualities. I performed a Friedman test using the 10-item combined measure of 
personal qualities (see Footnote 3). One hundred and twenty-four students (« = 44 low 
performers on the first exam; n = 80 high performers on the first exam) rated their 
instructor’s personal qualities: (1) after the first day of class (first impression), (2) before 
taking the first exam (pre-exam 1), and (3) after the first exam (post-exam 1). For low 
performers, there was a change in ratings of the instructor’s personal qualities from the 
first impression to post-exam 1, %2 (2) = 16.94,/? = .001. There was also a statistically 
significant change in ratings for high performers, from the first impression to the ratings 
post-exam 1; %2 (2) = 29.10,/? = .001.
To examine where change occurred, I ran five analyses with Wilcoxon Signed- 
Ranks tests and Mann-Whitney tests. Median (IQR) ratings for the first impression, pre­
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exam 1 impression, and post-exam 1 impression for low performers were 87.5 (85-92), 
86.5 (81-93.75), and 92 (82.25-96.75), respectively. For high performers, median ratings 
were 90.5 (84-95), 91 (85-96), and 95 (89-98), respectively. Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test 
results suggested that low performing students’ ratings of their instructor’s personal 
qualities did not change significantly from the first impression to the pre-exam 1 
impression (p = .79), but did change from the pre-exam 1 impression to post-exam 1 (Z = 
-2.88, p  = .004). Counter to what would be expected if students’ views of the instructor as 
a person were based on course performance, low performers’ impressions o f their 
instructor’s personal qualities improved following receiving exam feedback.
High performers’ ratings of the instructor’s personal qualities showed a similar 
pattern of results: there was no significant change from the first impression to pre-exam 
1 (p = .09), but there was change from the pre-exam 1 impression to the post-exam 1 
impression (Z = -5.14,/j = .001). For both groups of students, after receiving feedback on 
their first exam performance, ratings of the instructor’s personal qualities became more 
positive. Students adjusted their initial impressions following increased exposure to the 
instructor.
Mann-Whitney tests comparing low and high performers at each time revealed 
that the first impression of the instructor’s personal qualities was not significantly 
different for low and high performers ip = .10). However, ratings significantly differed 
between the two groups preceding exam 1 (Z = -2.05, p  = .04) and following receiving 
exam 1 feedback (Z = -2.05, p  = .04). These results suggest that there were no pre­
existing differences between students on this measure at the beginning of the semester, 
impressions of the instructor’s personal qualities changed with increased exposure to the
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instructor, and low versus high performers differed in ratings on these particular 
impressions before and after taking an exam.
I performed the same analyses for the second set o f personal qualities ratings for 
low and high performers: (1) after the first day of class (first impression), (2) one week 
before taking exam 2 (pre-exam 2), and (3) after receiving exam 2 feedback (post-exam
2). Of 242 total students, 78 students were selected based on receiving either the bottom 
third of scores (n — 32) or the top third of scores (n = 46) on both exams. I once again 
performed the Friedman test on low performers’ and high performers’ ratings of the 
instructor’s personal qualities. For low performers, there was, again, a significant change 
in ratings over time, x2 (2) = 10.40, p  = .006. There was also a statistically significant 
difference in ratings for high performers from the first impression to the ratings post­
exam 2; x2 (2) = 30.44, p  = .001.
To examine where change occurred in the ratings of personal qualities o f the 
instructor for low and high performers, I ran six analyses with Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks 
tests and Mann-Whitney tests. For low performers, median (IQR) ratings for the first 
impression of personal qualities, pre-exam 2 impressions, and post-exam 2 impressions 
were: 90 (85.25-96), 93 (88-99.75), and 92.64 (90-99.75), respectively. For high 
performers, median (IQR) ratings were 89 (82.75-95), 95.5 (88-99), and 96 (89.75-100), 
respectively. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test results demonstrated that low performers’ 
ratings of their instructors’ personal qualities changed significantly from the first 
impression to the pre-exam 2 impression (Z = -2.04, p  = .04), but not from before exam 2 
to following receiving exam 2 feedback (p = .10). For high performing students’ ratings 
of personal qualities, ratings did not change significantly between the pre- and post-exam
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2 ratings {p = .83). However, the change in ratings from the first impression to pre-exam 
2 was also significant (Z = -3.41, p  = .001), with ratings of personal qualities becoming 
more positive over time. Once again, there is evidence that students’ impressions of 
personality change from the first impression to a subsequent impression. However, in this 
sample, the change did not occur following receiving exam performance feedback.
Mann-Whitney tests comparing low and high performers’ (based on exam 2) 
ratings of personal qualities on their pre-exam 2 and post-exam 2 ratings revealed that 
impressions of personal qualities were not significantly different between the two groups 
at each time (p = .56 and p  = .83, respectively). In general, students adjusted their ratings 
of the instructor’s personal qualities early in the course, but were in agreement thereafter.
Figure 4 depicts mean ratings of students’ impressions of their instructor’s 
personal qualities for each survey administration. The two lines on each figure represent 
students who were the highest performers in the class for both exams and the students 
who were the lowest performers in the class for both exams and who also completed all 
surveys. Again, the small sample size lacked sufficient power for statistical analysis. 
Based on this graph, it appears that low and high performers were generally in agreement 
with their impressions of the instructor’s personal qualities (i.e., exam performance did 
not relate to impressions of personal qualities). A comparison of Figure 3 with Figure 4 
produces some evidence that students distinguish teaching effectiveness from the 
instructor’s personal qualities (as suggested by Clayson, 1999). If student ratings of 
teaching effectiveness were equivalent to personality ratings, the lines on each graph for 
low and high performers should be significantly different. This is a tentative conclusion,
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considering the sample size of low and high performers responding to all surveys in 
addition to the violations of assumptions of normality in this sample.
In Study 3, my results were consistent with previous research and Study 2: 
impressions of teaching effectiveness and personal qualities were stable from the 
beginning to the end of the semester, as evidenced by positive and significant correlations 
for both measures (Hypothesis la). Ratings of the instructor’s personal qualities were 
also significantly and positively correlated with final ratings o f teaching effectiveness (as 
measured by both a single overall item and a mean SET rating). Ratings of personal 
qualities were more strongly correlated than ratings of teaching effectiveness from the 
first to the final days of the semester (Hypothesis lb). Early ratings were more weakly 
correlated with final ratings than later ratings with final ratings (Hypothesis 1 c).
I also provided evidence that impressions change (Hypothesis 2). Impressions of 
teaching effectiveness changed in relation to course events (exam performance feedback) 
(Hypothesis 3). In this study, high performers’ impressions of their instructor’s teaching 
effectiveness improved following receiving feedback on the first exam, whereas low 
performers’ ratings appeared to maintain their initial impression on this dimension. High 
performers’ ratings of teaching effectiveness significantly dropped from the initial 
impression, and then increased significantly following receiving feedback on the first 
exam. Perhaps the drop in pre-exam 1 ratings represented high performing students’ 
concerns about the upcoming exam or a feeling that they were unprepared. These 
students may have been satisfied with their high exam scores, finding the instructor was 
more effective than they believed before taking the first exam (the class average on the 
first exam was an 82, with 207 students scoring a 70 or better). There were no pre­
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existing differences between students in terms of how they rated the instructor’s teaching 
effectiveness at the first impression. In other words, students did not differ in their first 
impressions of teaching effectiveness based on whether they would be low or high 
performers in the future. Impressions of teaching effectiveness changed for high 
performers over time and following an important course event—and despite the evidence 
that impressions are stable.
Despite the stability of their impressions of personal qualities, students’ 
impressions on this dimension also changed over time (Hypothesis 2). The change may 
have been based on increased exposure to and experience with the instructor, but exam 
feedback did not appear to direct the positive change in personality ratings observed 
(Hypothesis 3). Again, there were no pre-existing differences between students in terms 
of how they rated the instructor’s personal qualities at the beginning of the semester; low 
and high performers’ ratings of personal qualities significantly differed just before the 
first exam. When ratings of personal qualities significantly changed for both low and high 
performers, they did so before exam 2— and improved. Students, then, adjusted their 
ratings of teaching effectiveness based on relevant course events, but those events were 
not the same events that led to students’ adjustments in their ratings of the instructor as a 
person.
This study had some limitations. First, the instructor was rated highly on both 
teaching effectiveness and personal qualities, demonstrating a ceiling effect for both 
measures and leaving little variability in student ratings. Although this is wonderful news 
for the instructor, ceiling effects may not be typical for most college instructors and 
therefore, the findings may be qualified. Although there was a relatively small difference
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between low and high performers in many of my analyses, it is noteworthy that Study 3 
still generally supported the expected pattern of results.
A related limitation of the first three studies of this dissertation is that they all take 
place in psychology courses. It may be the case that psychology courses do not represent 
what happens in other types of college courses. As a result, the previous findings may not 
generalize to other subject areas. This is a limitation that could be resolved by surveying 
students in a different subject.
A second limitation of this study related to exam scores. Exam averages were 82 
(with scores ranging from 42 to 100 and with 207 of 242 students scoring a 70 or better) 
on exam 1 and 88 (with scores ranging from 58 to 100) for exam 2. Because of the grade 
distribution, most students labeled “low performers” in this study were still earning 
passing grades in the high 70s to mid-80s, so the label may be a misnomer. For students 
receiving the most extreme exam scores in this study (at 70 or below versus scores at 90 
or above) there is more prominent separation of mean ratings, suggesting that if there 
were no ceiling effect, more differences would likely appear statistically. However, 
because of the small sample size, I did not test these differences.
A final limitation of this study was that the measure of personal qualities may not 
be synonymous with a measure of personality, as defined by some personality 
psychologists. All of the limitations of Study 3 were addressed in Study 4.
Study 4
In Studies 2 and 3 ,1 provided evidence that impressions are stable from early to 
final impressions. In Study 3 ,1 also found that impressions of teaching effectiveness 
changed during the semester and did so following receiving feedback on exam
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performance (for high performers). Ratings o f personality also changed with increased 
exposure, but before receiving feedback on exam performance. However, scatter plots 
suggested a possible ceiling effect and distributions were negatively skewed for most 
variables. For the final study of this dissertation, I addressed the limitations of Study 3 by 
asking students in an introductory physics course (a course with historically lower mean 
SET ratings as well as greater variability in SET ratings) to complete the impressions 
surveys.
For Study 4 ,1 used the previously validated Big Five Inventory (John et al., 1991; 
John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008) to replace the measure of personal qualities from Studies 
1 through 3. This change allowed for a comparison with Kammrath and colleagues 
(2007), who suggested that conscientiousness, emotional stability, and agreeableness 
were less resistant to impression change than were extraversion and openness. Second, 
the use of the future tense for the teaching effectiveness scale may have been confusing 
for students or unintentionally anchoring them to their original ratings by asking them to 
predict how they believed they would rate their instructor in the future. I changed the 
tense of the teaching effectiveness items so that students were asked to rate their 
instructors in the present tense—based on what they knew of the instructor at that point. 
Participants
A total of 286 UNH students (157 women; 96 men; 33 not reported) enrolled in 
an introductory physics course participated in exchange for course credit. Three students 
were Hispanic or Latino. The majority of students were White (n = 257); the remaining 
students reported they were Asian (n = 7), Black (n = 6), American Indian or Alaskan 
Native (n = 6), or of another background (n -  7). Three students did not report on their
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background. The majority of students (n = 248) reported that the course fulfilled a major 
requirement. A minority of students (n = 23) reported taking the class out of interest for 
the subject.
Procedures
Procedures were identical to those described in the General Procedure for All 
Studies. Students were asked to rate their male instructor five times during the semester: 
After the first day of class, following the first exam, before the second exam, following 
the second exam, and at the end of the semester.
Measures
Teaching Effectiveness. Students completed the UNH SET, as described in Study 
la with a minor change: in an attempt to minimize confusion or anchoring, items were 
written in the present tense (e.g., “The objectives for the course are clearly presented”; 
“The instructor is well-prepared for class.”). For the final administration, the SET was 
written in the past tense (Appendix D). T la  = .94, T2a = .89, T3a = .92, T4a = .93, and 
T5a = .94. Sample sizes, means, and standard deviations are listed in Table 16.
Personality. For this study, I selected an established and brief measure of 
personality that has good reliability—the Big Five Inventory (BFI) (John et al., 1991; 
John et al., 2008). Students completed 44 items relating to their impressions of the 
instructor’s personality on five dimensions, including openness (e.g., “My instructor is 
someone who is curious about many different things.”), conscientiousness (e.g., “My 
instructor is someone who does a thorough job.”), extraversion (e.g., “My instructor is 
someone who is full of energy.”), agreeableness (e.g., “My instructor is someone who is 
helpful and unselfish with others.”) and neuroticism (e.g., “My instructor is someone who
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can be tense.”)- Responses were on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree', 3 = 
neither agree nor disagree; 5 = agree strongly). For some analyses, I created a composite 
BFI measure (reverse-scoring neuroticism so that higher scores represented more 
emotional stability) through averaging all five dimensions into one measure of 
personality (labeled Composite BFI). See Table 17 for sample sizes, means, standard 
deviations, and reliabilities for each administration.
Course Performance. Two sets of exam scores were posted by the instructor and 
accessed through Blackboard©.
Results and Discussion
An inspection of the data indicated that the assumptions o f  multivariate normality 
were satisfied. With normal distributions and a large class size, I ran CFAs on the 8 items 
from the SET representing teaching effectiveness. The results of the analyses followed 
those reported in Study lb  (see Footnote 3).
Stability. Once again, to test the stability of impressions, I ran correlations 
between ratings o f teaching effectiveness for all survey administrations (Table 18), 
between the first and final administrations of the personality measures (Table 19), and 
between the first administration of both the teaching effectiveness and personality 
measures and the final ratings o f teaching effectiveness (Table 20). All correlations were 
significant, demonstrating the stability o f impressions for both teaching effectiveness and 
personality (Hypothesis la) (cf. Patrick, 2011, who found correlations between early Big 
Five ratings and final ratings of teaching effectiveness ranging from r -  -.23 to r = .33).
Correlations between the first and final individual personality measures were not 
stronger (ranging from r  = .41 to r = .52) than the correlation between the first and final
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impressions of teaching effectiveness (ps > .05) (Hypothesis lb). However, when all 
individual BFI scales were combined (see explanation below), first and final impressions 
of this composite BFI (r = .49, p  = .001) were more strongly correlated than first and 
final impressions of teaching effectiveness (r = .26, p  = .001): Z = 3.11, p  < .05 (see 
Meng et al., 1992; Steiger, 1980, for a description of analyses).
Next, the correlation between Time 1 and Time 5 was weaker than the correlation 
between Time 4 and Time 5 for teaching effectiveness : r(207) = 6.55, p  < .001. The 
same scenario was true for all ratings o f personality (ps < .001) (Hypothesis lc). Finally, 
consistent with the global measure of personal qualities from Studies 2 and 3, each 
measure of personality was significantly correlated with every administration of teaching 
effectiveness ratings (table not shown; see Footnote 3).
Change. To establish that students did not differ from the first day of class based 
on their future course performance, I ran r-tests comparing students’ first impressions of 
teaching effectiveness and personality, separating students into low and high performers 
based on only exam 1 performance or on performance for both exams. As shown in Table 
21, regardless of how they were divided, there were no initial differences in students’ 
ratings of their instructor’s teaching effectiveness or personality based on how students 
would perform in the future.
Next, to evaluate whether and when impressions of teaching effectiveness 
changed, I compared mean ratings following receiving the first exam feedback 
(Hypotheses 2 and 3). First, I ran a one-way between subjects ANOVA to compare low 
performers’ ratings of teaching effectiveness with high performers’ ratings following 
receiving feedback on the first exam (Table 22). Low performers’ ratings were
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significantly lower than high performers’ ratings. I then ran paired samples /-tests 
comparing low performers’ first impressions of teaching effectiveness to their post-exam 
1 impressions (Table 23). Their ratings dropped significantly from the first to the post­
exam 1 impression. High performers followed a similar pattern from the first impression 
to the post-exam 1 impression of teaching effectiveness (Table 24), as their ratings also 
dropped significantly. Thus, ratings for both groups following receiving exam feedback 
worsened significantly from the initial impression (the class mean rating of teaching 
effectiveness dropped from 4.12 to 3.45).
I then compared mean ratings o f teaching effectiveness following receiving 
feedback on the second exam. Again, I separated students by low versus high 
performance, but this time based on the bottom third or top third o f exam scores for both 
exams. Table 22 also shows that low performers’ ratings of teaching effectiveness were 
significantly lower than high performers’ ratings following the second exam.
Table 25 shows the results of /-tests comparing low performers’ ratings of 
teaching effectiveness at first and post-exam 2 impressions. Ratings changed significantly 
from the first to the post-exam 2 impression. For high performers (Table 26), ratings from 
the first impression to the post-exam 2 impression did not significantly change. These 
results demonstrate that students’ impressions of teaching effectiveness are not firmly 
established by the end of the first class. Rather, students’ impressions change with a 
thicker slice of experience with the instructor, following receiving exam feedback, and 
differentially based on course performance.
Figure 5 illustrates students’ mean impressions o f teaching effectiveness from the 
first to the final impression and split by low and high performance on both exams. This
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figure clearly demonstrates that first impressions of teaching effectiveness are not 
determined on the first day of class. In addition, it demonstrates that low and high 
performers’ views of teaching effectiveness begin to separate around the first exam and 
the differing views persist over the course of the semester.
I performed a one-way MANOVA with five dependent variables, using each of 
the Big Five measures (openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and 
neuroticism) for post-exam 1 .1 reverse-scored neuroticism items so that higher scores 
represented more emotional stability. The between-groups factor was exam performance 
(low versus high on exam 1). For the overall MANOVA, the multivariate test was 
significant: Wilks’s A = .928, F{5,180) = 2.81, p  = .02, t|2 = .07. The results indicate 
that low and high performers’ ratings o f personality differed overall. Univariate Fs are 
shown in Table 22 and indicate that students’ ratings on the individual personality 
measures differed on two of the five dimensions (conscientiousness and agreeableness). 
However, the direction o f differences was the same for every personality measure: low 
performers’ ratings were all lower than high performers’ ratings. Although the five 
factors are considered separate dimensions of personality, higher responses on openness, 
conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness and more emotional stability (i.e., 
lower neuroticism) are associated with higher SET ratings (Clayson & Sheffet, 2006; 
Erdle et al., 1985). Therefore, I created a composite measure of the BFI, which reflected 
students’ global negative-positive impressions of their instructor. Again, I reverse-scored 
the neuroticism items so that higher scores reflected more emotional stability. I averaged 
all items to form the composite measure (Clayson & Sheffet, 2006).
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As shown in Table 23, low-performing students’ first impressions o f all aspects 
their instructor’s personality worsened by their post-exam 1 impressions, as measured by 
both the individual personality measures or the composite BFI. High performers’ ratings 
of their instructor’s personality (Table 24) only significantly worsened for ratings of 
openness for individual measures and did not differ significantly for the composite BFI. 
For this sample, low performers changed significantly in their impressions o f the 
instructor’s personality and high performers’ impressions did not change.
Next, I compared mean ratings of personality with the smaller sample of students 
(based on low or high performance on both the first and second exam) for post-exam 2 
impressions. I ran a MANOVA using each of the Big Five personality measures at post­
exam 2. The factor was exam performance (bottom and top third o f performance on both 
exams). For the overall MANOVA, the multivariate test was significant: Wilks’s A = 
.894, F(5, 105) = 2.48, p  = .04, t)2 ==.11. Again, this finding indicates that low and high 
performers’ ratings of overall personality differed significantly. Univariate Fs (Table 22) 
reveal that low and high performers’ ratings differed significantly on all individual 
measures of personality, except for on ratings o f agreeableness.
Paired samples /-tests for low performers’ ratings of personality (Table 25) 
showed a significant change in ratings from initial to post-exam 2 impressions on all 
individual personality measures and the composite BFI. High performers’ ratings (Table 
26), however, significantly worsened only for how agreeable they viewed the instructor 
on the individual items. High performers’ ratings on the composite BFI did not change 
significantly.
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Figure 6 illustrates low and high performers’ ratings o f the instructor on each 
individual personality measure (labeled A through E) from the first to the final 
impression. Here, it is clear that students’ ratings of their instructor’s personality are also 
tied to their own course performance. As shown in Table 2 7 ,1 ran independent samples t- 
tests between low and high performers on both exams who completed all surveys for 
each of the five administrations of the composite BFI. Using this global measure, low and 
high performers’ ratings did not differ on the first impression, but significantly differed at 
every administration of the measure thereafter.
Finally, I compared all students’ initial mean ratings of the instructor’s teaching 
effectiveness and personality to their final ratings of those qualities at the end of the 
semester (Table 28), as offered by previous researchers who reported finding no 
significant change in ratings (e.g., Buchert et al., 2008). Despite the popular wisdom that 
impressions are unlikely change following the first class period, all impressions in this 
study significantly worsened (cf. Oles, 1975; Ortinau & Bush, 1987). In addition, 
impressions of teaching effectiveness changed more than impressions of any personality 
ratings: Openness t{225) = 4.36, p  < .001; Conscientiousness t(225) = 4.08, p  < .001; 
Extraversion t(225) = 3.73,p  < .001; Agreeableness t(225) = 3.09, p  < .001; Neuroticism 
t(225) = 4.24, p  < .001. The results of these analyses offer evidence that low and high 
performers’ ratings of personality (1) do not differ on the first day of class, (2) change 
over time (but not as much as ratings o f teaching effectiveness), (3) can worsen over 
time, and (4) worsen differentially based on exam performance.
In Study 4 ,1 provided evidence that students’ impressions o f their instructor are 
stable from the beginning to the end o f the semester for impressions of both teaching
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effectiveness and personality (Hypothesis 1 a). Initial global ratings o f personality were 
also more strongly correlated with final global ratings of personality than were initial and 
final ratings of teaching effectiveness (Hypothesis lb). In addition, initial ratings were 
less strongly correlated with final ratings than later ratings and final ratings (Hypothesis 
lc).
Next, I offered evidence that students’ impressions of their instructor’s teaching
effectiveness and personality changed following the initial impression (Hypothesis 2). As
expected, teaching effectiveness ratings changed the most—dropping by half a point over
the course of the semester for all students. Although ratings worsened for both low and
high performers (cf. Oles, 1975; Ortinau & Bush, 1987), they changed differentially
based on exam performance, such that low performers viewed the instructor as
significantly less effective than high performers following receiving exam feedback.
Students’ impressions of personality also worsened over time, with low performers’
ratings worsening significantly from the first to post-exam ratings and high performers’
ratings showing little significant change from beginning to the end of the semester. When
low and high performers’ impressions were compared using a global measure of
personality, there was no significant difference in initial impressions, but ratings
thereafter differed significantly. These findings are in partial support of Hypothesis 3, as
students’ impressions of teaching effectiveness related to exam performance (high
»
performers rated the instructor significantly higher than low performers following 
receiving feedback). However, ratings of personality also related to student performance 
such that high performers’ impressions of the instructor’s personality were significantly 
more positive than low performers’ impressions.
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Finally, I did not find strong support for previous research (Kammrath et al.,
2007) indicating differential change in ratings on some of the Big Five measures (John et 
al., 1991; John et al., 2008). The personality measures predicted to evidence the greatest 
change (openness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism) appeared to show as much change 
as those expected to show less change (extraversion and agreeableness) (Table 28).
Summary
Based on Studies la, lb, 2, 3, and 4 ,1 offer the following results:
1. Each scale used in this research was reliable (Studies la  and lb).
2. Each scale was comprised of one factor (Studies la  and lb).
3. Hypothesis la: Impressions are stable. This is evidenced by significant and 
positive correlations of early impressions with final impressions (both teaching 
effectiveness and personal qualities/personality) (Studies 2, 3, and 4).
4. Hypothesis lb: Initial ratings of personal qualities were more strongly 
correlated with final ratings than initial and final ratings of teaching effectiveness 
(Studies 2 and 3). Individual initial ratings of personality, as measured by the BFI (John 
et al., 1991; John et al., 2008), were not more strongly correlated with the final ratings of 
personality than were initial and final ratings o f teaching effectivness (Study 4).
However, the initial and final global measures of personality (combined BFI) were more 
strongly correlated than initial and final measures o f teaching effectiveness.
5. Hypothesis lc: Initial ratings were less strongly correlated with final ratings 
than were later ratings with final ratings (Studies 2, 3, and 4).
6. Hypothesis 2: Although stable, impressions of teaching effectiveness changed 
during the semester (Studies 3 and 4). Impressions o f personal qualities/personality also
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changed. In Study 3, impressions improved. In Study 4, impressions worsened over time. 
When testing for change in Big Five personality impressions (John et al., 1991; John et 
al., 2008) over a semester, all impressions of the instructor’s personality worsened 
significantly, but no one more strongly than any other.
7. Hypothesis 3: Impressions of teaching effectiveness changed following 
receiving exam performance feedback and differed significantly for low versus high 
performers (following the first exam in Study 3 and following both exams in Study 4) 
with low performers rating their instructor significantly lower than high performers. In 
Study 3, impressions of personal qualities did not reliably change based on course 
performance. However, these findings could relate to the ceiling effect and also that the 
label “low performers” may have been a misnomer in this study. Despite the possible 
limitations of Study 3, high performers’ ratings of teaching effectiveness significantly 
improved following receiving exam feedback. In Study 4, low performers’ impressions 
changed significantly on all measures from the first to post-exam 1 and post-exam 2 
ratings (and from the beginning to the end of the semester), but high performers’ ratings 
showed little change following receiving exam feedback. In Studies 3 and 4, low and 
high performers did not significantly differ in their first impressions of either teaching 
effectiveness or the instructor’s personal qualities/personality (Study 3 and Study 4). 
However, as expected, the two groups appeared to view the instructor’s teaching 
effectiveness differently based on exam performance. Counter to my prediction, low and 
high performers also differed in how they viewed the instructor as a person (Study 4), 




What Happens to Students’ Impressions Following the First Dav of Class?
A number of researchers have noted the stability of students’ impressions of their 
instructor (Beck & Lambert, 1977; Brooks, 1985, 2001; Buchert et al., 2008; Gasparro & 
Gasparro, 2003; Haleta, 1996; Hewett et al., 1988; Kohlan, 1973; Laws et al., 2010; 
Marsh & Hocevar, 1991; Oles, 1975; Overall & Marsh, 1980; Sauber & Ludlow, 1988), 
but some have moved beyond the data to state that “Students appear to form their 
opinions of a class and an instructor very early in a course, and.. .subsequent class and 
learning experiences may do little to change that opinion...” (Clayson & Sheffet, 2006, p. 
150). I call such statements to question in this dissertation, as my research offers less 
dramatic (and appropriately measured) findings. In four studies, I asked students to offer 
their impressions of their instructor’s teaching effectiveness and personal qualities (or 
Big Five personality dimensions) multiple times over the course o f a semester: after the 
first class, before and after at least one exam, and at the end of the semester. My results 
(Studies 2, 3, and 4) consistently demonstrated the stability of impressions.
Not only were initial and final ratings of personal qualities significantly 
correlated, but so were initial ratings o f personal qualities and final ratings of teaching 
effectiveness (Kohlan, 1973; Patrick, 2011). In addition, ratings later in the semester were 
more strongly correlated with final ratings than those earlier in the semester, indicating
that increased exposure to the instructor provided more information contributing to final 
evaluations.
Clayson and Sheffet (2006) concluded, “It appears that questions asked of the 
students pertaining to how they would evaluate their instructor’s effectiveness, including 
questions about their perception of the learning environment, grading standards, and 
satisfaction with learning, could be replaced with a personality inventory of the instructor 
with little change in outcome” (p. 158). Other researchers (Shevlin et al., 2000) have 
similarly questioned the validity of SETs based on their findings that final SET ratings 
were predicted by students’ early ratings of the instructor’s charisma. The results of 
Studies 3 and 4, however, indicate that despite a correlation between early ratings of 
personal qualities and final evaluations o f teaching effectiveness (known as predictive 
validity; see Carney et al., 2007), students make a distinction between the instructor’s 
ability to teach them and who the instructor is as a person. This distinction is apparent 
through the results of factor analyses, the differences in the strength of correlations, and 
the differences in change from the beginning to the end of the semester. Moreover, 
impressions of teaching effectiveness are more likely to change than impressions of 
personality (Study 4). These findings support Doyle (1975), who found that actual 
students were, in fact, able to make the distinction between an instructor’s teaching 
ability and whether they liked the instructor. In other words, the student could remark that 
they liked the instructor as a person (or not), and also believed that the instructor was 
(ineffective in the domain of teaching.
In both Studies 3 and 4, impressions of personal qualities or personality changed 
with additional evidence (cf. Sherman & Klein, 1994). In Study 3, changes in ratings of
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personal qualities did not appear to relate to exam performance feedback. Counter to 
previous research findings (Kammrath et al., 2007), ratings o f personal qualities 
improved for both low and high performers over time. However, in Study 4, low and high 
performers’ ratings of personality did differ following receiving exam performance 
feedback, such that low performers’ratings were significantly lower than high 
performers’ ratings of personality. In Study 4, ratings o f personality worsened for both 
groups, a phenomenon noted by Kammrath and colleagues (2007).
Students’ ratings of their instructor (on both teaching effectiveness and personal 
qualities) did not differ on the first day of class based on whether they would be low or 
high performers in the future (Studies 3 and 4). However, low and high performers’ 
views of the instructor differed after students received exam feedback. In Study 3, high 
performing students’ ratings of teaching effectiveness improved and were significantly 
higher than low performers’ ratings following receiving exam feedback. In Study 4, 
ratings of teaching effectiveness and personality worsened for both low and high 
performers, but low performers’ ratings were significantly lower than high performers 
after receiving exam feedback. These findings support research indicating that students 
with higher GPAs rated instructors more positively than did students with lower GPAs 
(Kohlan, 1973). These results also support the validity hypothesis (Marsh & Roche,
1997; Patrick, 2011); students who were performing well in the course (i.e., tended to get 
higher grades) indicated that the instructor was effectively teaching so that they were able 
to learn and succeed in the course.
Finally, my research provides support for Clayson (1999), who found that 
students viewed their instructor’s personality characteristics as less changeable than their
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instructor’s teaching behavior. In Study 4, teaching effectiveness ratings changed 
significantly more than ratings of personality in an actual classroom situation. There was 
not support for Kammrath and colleagues (2007), however, as students’ ratings of the 
instructor’s extraversion and agreeableness were no more resistant to change than their 
perceptions of his openness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism (Study 4).
Limitations and Future Research
One drawback of this research relates to its lack of experimental manipulation. I 
did not ask a random sample of instructors to manipulate their behavior such that they 
appeared to be highly effective or ineffective or possess more or less of a particular 
personal quality on the first day. Indeed, I did not create a “disastrous beginning” 
(Buchert et al., 2008, p. 404) to compare with a brilliant start, which would be the only 
way to determine whether students’ impressions adjust significantly from such an 
extreme. I also did not offer a more superficial manipulation of the instructor’s personal 
qualities (such as warm versus cold) before meeting students on the first day of class 
(Asch, 1946; Babad et al., 1999; Kelley, 1950; Widmeyer & Loy, 1988), as it is already 
known that such impressions are prone to change once students are exposed to the 
instructor and disconfirming evidence (Babad et al., 1999).
Of course, that I took advantage of the naturally-occurring circumstances in real 
college courses is also a major strength of this research. In Study 3, the instructor left a 
positive first impression and subsequent impressions improved. In Study 4, the instructor 
was also initially fairly well-received, but impressions worsened over time. It is likely 
that these instructors represent what is typical in a college classroom on initial and 
subsequent days. The opposite direction of change in each of the studies suggests that
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students are also basing their judgments on factors specific to the instructor and/or the 
course. Future research could track students’ impressions of the same instructor in 
different courses to understand the role of course type in students’ impressions.
A second limitation of this dissertation is that I did not address specific student 
characteristics related to first and forming impressions, although this is a ripe area for 
future research. The validity of SETs has been established (Marsh, 1984; Murray, 1980; 
Kulik, 2001), but this is not to say that students’ impressions are uninfluenced by certain 
personal qualities, background experiences, or other characteristics. These qualities may 
impact the students’ impression of their instructor’s ability to teach effectively and 
perhaps even his or her personal qualities.
McKeachie (1979) suggested that the most important characteristic influencing 
how students rate their instructor is their expectation for the instructor. My research does 
not address the real possibility of a self-fulfilling prophecy for students (and instructors) 
(see Feldman & Prohaska, 1979; Jamieson, Lydon, Stewart, & Zanna, 1987; Rosenthal & 
Jacobson, 1968). In other words, students who have low expectations for the instructor on 
the first day could experience more negative first impressions that may influence 
subsequent effort and attitudes toward the instructor, thus influencing final impressions of 
teaching effectiveness.
Negative first impressions of the instructor have ramifications for the instructor 
(Feldman & Prohaska, 1979), but perhaps less-appreciated and less frequently 
investigated are the consequences of negative first impressions o f the instructor for the 
student (Jamieson et al., 1987). First impressions assist people with anticipating others’ 
actions (DeBruin & Van Lange, 1999). Impressions can also affect subsequent behavior
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(Skowronski et al., 2008). So what if a student’s choice of action— based on the first 
impression—has a direct consequence for the student’s own outcomes? For students, a 
negative initial impression might lead to putting less effort into the course (than students 
who have a more positive first impression), decreased motivation in the course (as 
compared to students who have a more positive first impression), lower attendance than 
other students, lower class participation, and, ultimately, lower course performance. 
Kelley (1950) offered evidence of this: students who were led to believe their guest 
lecturer was cold had lower participation in group discussions than students who believed 
that the guest lecturer was warm. Thus, having a negative first impression of an instructor 
may have downstream consequences for the student.
DeBruin and Van Lange (1999) noted that it is particularly important for people 
to determine how they will act when they rely on others who can affect their outcomes. 
Students certainly rely on their instructors for academic outcomes. Whether this 
dependence tempers the effect of a negative first impression for the student is unknown. 
There exists no prior evidence for the downstream consequences for students who have 
formed a negative early impression of their instructors. This is another area open to future 
research.
Implications
Do instructors get a second chance to make an impression on their students? In 
this research, I demonstrated that classroom impressions change following the first day 
and impressions of teaching effectiveness change relative to students’ performance on 
exams. So what does this mean for the instructor? On the one hand, this news is 
encouraging. Students appear to use the thicker slice of information following the first
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day of class to make a judgment about their instructor. Performance in the course appears 
to help inform students about their instructor—for not only how effective the instructor 
is, but also the instructor’s personality. So although students seem to make some 
distinction between their instructor’s effectiveness and how they view the instructor as a 
person, it remains unclear whether Allport’s (1953) contention that teaching could 
“proceed successfully no matter how unfavored the teacher is by nature, provided he 
wants to convey his more adequate information about a subject to a student who wishes 
to learn” (p. 375) is accurate. The new instructor worried about the first day of class, 
however, can be reassured that students 1) are likely to make adjustments to their first 
impressions of teaching effectiveness and personality, and 2) that the adjustment could be 
in an upward direction.
On the other hand, my findings do not imply that impressions of the instructor 
will always improve. Although one instructor’s ratings in this dissertation research (Study
3) improved following the first class, some instructors experienced more optimistic initial 
impressions than later impressions (Studies 2 and 4), a phenomenon noted in past 
research (Oles, 1975; Ortinau & Bush, 1987). Perhaps the most reassuring news for 
instructors to come from this dissertation, then, is that students make their judgments 
based on their experiences with that particular instructor and those impressions are open 
to change even though students quickly develop a stable impression.
Sherman and Blackburn (1975) suggested that instructors would be better served 
by focusing on personal qualities to improve SETs, rather than focusing on course 
functions. This research, however, leads to another conclusion: Students’ ratings of 
teaching effectiveness appear most inclined to change (cf. Clayson, 1999). In addition,
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some research (Babad et al., 2004; Murray, 1983) indicates that students’ ratings of 
teaching effectiveness are driven by specific teaching behavior and that teaching 
effectiveness ratings mediate ratings of personal qualities (Erdle et al., 1985).Therefore, 
instructors would be wise to improve specific behavior related to teaching effectiveness 
to improve ratings.
Summary
In this dissertation, I addressed a number of problems in extant classroom 
impressions research. First, I clarified the distinction between stability and change and 
established that, although impressions can be stable, they can also change over time. 
Second, I addressed and improved upon some methods used in previous research. I made 
the distinction between teaching effectiveness measures and measures of personal 
qualities or personality. In addition, my research took place in actual classrooms (with 
real instructors and real students) in real time using actual learning devices (exams) and a 
university-sanctioned SET—resulting in a more ecologically valid set of studies. No 
other study has observed actual student impressions in a real course multiple times during 
a semester to observe actual learning events that may also contribute to final student 
impressions. No other classroom research has investigated students’ ratings as they relate 
to course performance. I could not have obtained these results in a laboratory experiment. 
I tracked students individually so that I could assess whether ratings differed based on 
low or high exam performance during the semester and found that performance informed 
students’ impressions of their instructor. Finally, I asked students to rate their instructors 
in several different types of courses (of varying difficulty) multiple times during the
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semester. This dissertation represents a promising beginning to a line o f research on 
student impressions in the college classroom.
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The Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research (IRB) has 
reviewed and approved the protocol for your study as Exempt as described In Tide 45, Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 46, Subsection 101(b). Approval is granted to conduct your 
study as described In your protocol.
Researchers who conduct studies involving human subjects have responsibilities as outlined in 
the attached document, Responsibilities o f Directors o f Research Studies Involving Human 
Subjects. (This document Is also available at http://www.unh.ecki/osr/cornpllance/iirb.html.) 
Please read this document carefully before commencing your work involving human subjects.
Upon completion of your study, please complete the enclosed Exempt Study Final Report form 
and return It to this office along with a report of your findings.
If you have questions or concerns about your study or this approval, please feel free to contact 
me at 603-862-2003 or Julle.slmosonaiunh.edu. Please refer to the IRB # above in all 




APPENDIX B: DESCRIPTION OF IMPRESSIONS STUDIES FOR STUDENTS
I have given permission for staff of the University’s teaching and learning Center to 
administer to you several brief surveys o f your experiences and perceptions related to our 
course. The director of the Center is interested in students’ impressions of their 
experiences in their course, including of the teacher, of the course content, and of the 
classroom. This project will require very little effort on your part. The Center will ask 
you to complete a brief survey during and after the first week of classes, and then a few 
more brief surveys throughout the course of the semester. Combined, these surveys 
should take about a total of 30 minutes of your time.
As your instructor, I will never have access to your survey responses. The Center will 
contact me only with information that you have completed the surveys, so that I can 
assign appropriate credit.
What are the benefits to you? At the end of the semester, the Center will provide 
participating students with a brief overall report on this project. From the responses that 
you provide, you have an opportunity to learn about how students’ impressions relate to 
their academic performance in their course.
The information that students provide will remain confidential. The Center will take all 
necessary steps to ensure that all survey responses will be detached from students’ 
identities. Your individual student responses will not be associated in any way with your 
identifying information.
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APPENDIX C: UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE-SANCTIONED SET ITEMS
(IN FUTURE TENSE)
Students were asked to rate the instructor on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 
5 = strongly agree. Item 14: 1 = poor; 5 = excellent). Items used for the measure of 
teaching effectiveness are marked with an asterisk (*) before the number. Students 
received the following instructions: “[BJased on your impression from  your first class 
meeting, please respond to the following items in terms of your expectations for the 
course and instructor.”
* 1. The objectives for the course will be clearly presented throughout the semester.
2. The course content will accurately reflect the course objectives.
3. The assignments will relate well to the course objectives.
* 4. The instructor will be well prepared for classes throughout the semester.
* 5. The instructor will present the course material in an effective manner.
* 6. The instructor will encourage discussion and/or questions.
* 7. The instructor will answer questions effectively.
* 8. The instructor will be enthusiastic about the subject matter.
9. The instructor will be fair in his or her dealings with students.
* 10. The instructor will be available to students outside of class.
*11. The instructor will show respect for students.
12. The instructor's grading system will be clear to students.
13. The instructor will grade in a fair manner.
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14. Based on your impressions so far, what is your prediction of how you will rate the 
instructor at the end of this course.
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APPENDIX D: UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE-SANCTIONED SET ITEMS
Students were asked to rate the instructor on a 5-point Likert scale (Items 1-13: 1 = 
strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree. Item 14: 1 = poor, 5 = excellent). Items used for 
the measure of teaching effectiveness are marked with an asterisk (*) before the number. 
Students received the following instructions: “Based on your impressions o f the 
instructor and the course this semester, please indicate the degree to which each item is 
descriptive of your course instructor.”
* 1. The objectives for the course were clearly presented throughout the semester.
2. The course content accurately reflected the course objectives.
3. The assignments related well to the course objectives.
* 4. The instructor was well prepared for classes throughout the semester.
* 5. The instructor presented the course material in an effective manner.
* 6. The instructor encouraged discussion and/or questions.
* 7. The instructor answered questions effectively.
* 8. The instructor seemed enthusiastic about the subject matter.
9. The instructor was fair in his or her dealings with students.
* 10. The instructor was available to students outside of class.
*11. The instructor showed respect for students.
12. The instructor's grading system was clear to students.
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13. The instructor graded in a fair manner.





STUDY 1A MEASURES: SUMMARY OF SAMPLE SIZES, RELIABILITIES, 
MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
Measure Time n a M SD
Teaching
Effectiveness
First Impression 107 .96 4.35 .76
Week 2 116 .97 4.28 .83
Pre-exam 1 113 .96 4.42 .74
Post-exam 1 > 119 .90 4.51 .49
Pre-exam 2 112 .97 4.45 .76
Post-exam 2 97 .95 4.52 .62
Final Impression 117 .96 4.51 .72
Final SET 
(Items 1-13)
Final Impression 117 .97 4.53 .71
Personal
Qualities
First Impression 107 .91 90.31 9.95
Week 2 116 .89 91.73 8.39
Pre-exam 1 113 .92 92.97 8.14
Post-exam 1 119 .93 94.20 7.73
Pre-exam 2 112 .93 93.00 8.85
Post-exam 2 97 .94 93.51 9.08
Final Impression 117 .94 94.09 8.87
Interpersonal
Rapport
First Impression 107 .89 92.09 8.93
Week 2 116 .85 93.63 7.87
Pre-exam 1 113 .91 94.51 7.68
Post-exam 1 119 .92 95.65 7.10
Pre-exam 2 112 .92 94.50 7.96
Post-exam 2 97 .92 94.72 7.87
Final Impression 117 .94 95.70 7.36
Interpersonal
Precursors
First Impression 107 .87 88.53 12.57
Week 2 116 .83 89.85 10.57
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Pre-exam 1 113 .88 91.40 9.89
Post-exam 1 119 .88 92.76 9.19
Pre-exam 2 112 .89 91.51 10.84
Post-exam 2 97 .93 92.29 11.35
Final Impression 117 .91 92.48 11.42
Note. 1. All values represent raw, nonstandardized scores.
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TABLE 2
STUDY 1 A: EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON TEACHING 




1. The objectives for course will be clearly presented .81 .65
throughout the semester.
4. The instructor will be well prepared for classes .91 .83
throughout the semester.
5. The instructor will present the course material in an .84 .71
effective manner.
6. The instructor will encourage discussion and/or .86 .74
questions.
7. The instructor will answer questions effectively. .86 .75
8. The instructor will be enthusiastic about the subject .91 .82
matter.
10. The instructor will be available to students outside of .80 .64
class.





Note. 1. Factor analysis based on Principal Axis Factoring (PAF); factors extracted based 
on the eigenvalue greater than 1 criterion.
2. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser normalization.
3. Factor loadings > .40 are in boldface.
4. Results shown are based on the first administration of the teaching effectiveness items, 
adapted from the UNH SET (Appendix C).
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TABLE 3
STUDY 1 A: EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON INSTRUCTOR PERSONAL 








1. Personality .79 .30 .52
2. Openness .77 .32 .70
3. Enthusiasm .75 .31 .66
4. Personal Warmth .77 .36 .69
5. Humor .68 .25 .52
6. Optimism .65 .46 .64
7. Likable .57 .55 .63
8. Politeness .20 .79 .66
9. Approachable .47 .73 .75
10. Welcoming .45 .73 .73
11. Caring .38 .72 .66
12. Patience .29 .68 .55
Initial sum of 
squared loadings 7.05 .84
% of explained 
Variance 58.75% 7.01%
Note. 1. Factor analysis based on Principal Axis Factoring (PAF); factors extracted based 
on the eigenvalue greater than 1 criterion.
2. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser normalization.
3. Factor loadings > .40 are in boldface.




STUDY IB: INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS FOR CFA ON TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS ITEMS
Observed Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Objectives clearly presented —
2. Well-prepared .61 —
3. Effectively presents .55 .71 —
4. Encourages discussion .58 .64 .63 —
5. Answers questions .63 .73 .68 .65 —
6. Enthusiastic about subject .53 .69 .56 .59 .64 —
7. Available outside of class .57 .54 .59 .51 .57 .53 —
8. Respect for students .58 .64 .55 .57 .62 .62 .66
Note. 1. CFA = confirmatory factor analysis
2. SET items listed in Appendix C.
3. All correlations are significant atp=  .001
TABLE 5
STUDY IB: STANDARDIZED AND UNSTANDARDIZED COEFFICIENTS FOR 
CFA ON TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS ITEMS
Observed Variable P B
1. Objectives clearly presented .73 1.00
4. Well-prepared .85 1.22
5. Effectively presents .79 1.17
6. Encourages discussion .76 1.16
7. Answers questions .84 1.23
8. Enthusiastic about subject .77 1.14
10. Available outside of class .71 1.07
11. Respect for students .77 1.06
Note. 1. CFA = confirmatory factor analysis
2. P = standardized score
3. B = nonstandardized score




STUDY IB: SUMMARY OF THE CFA FOR TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS SCALE 
ON PRE-EXAM 1 THROUGH FINAL IMPRESSIONS
Time X2 TLI RMSEA Standard Regression 
Range
Pre-exam 1 73.33 .92 .10 .76 - .85
Post-exam 1 85.05 .89 .12 .77 - .82
Pre-exam 2 53.37 .95 .08 .81 - .89
Post-exam 2 68.68 .92 .10 .78 - .87
Final Impression 54.06 .98 .08 .89 - .97
Note. 1. CFA = confirmatory factor analysis
2. Degrees of freedom = 20
107
TABLE 7
STUDY IB: PRELIMINARY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON BOTH TEACHING 





Shows respect .96 .10 .94
Objectives for course clearly presented .96 .04 .92
Presents course material in an effective .92.96 .07manner.
Enthusiastic about the subject matter. .95 .04 .91
Available to students outside of class. .94 .08 .90
Answers questions effectively. .94 .12 .90
Encourages discussion and/or questions. .93 .08 .87
Well-prepared for classes. .89 .13 .81
Welcoming .12 .92 .85
Caring .11 .89 .80
Patience .11 .88 .79
Personal Warmth .06 .87 .76
Politeness .10 .84 .71
Approachable .08 .83 .70
Openness -.01 .82 .68
Enthusiasm .06 .79 .62
Personality .05 .75 .57
Humor 06 .60 .36
Initial sum of squared loadings 8.43 5.96
% of explained variance 39.80 37.95
Note. 1. Factor analysis based on Principal Axis Factoring (PAF); factors extracted based 
on the eigenvalue greater them 1 criterion.
2. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser normalization.
3. Factor loadings > .40 are in boldface.
4. Results shown are based on the final administration of the teaching effectiveness and 
personal quality items from Study 3.
5. Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 13.
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TABLE 8
STUDY 2: SUMMARY OF SAMPLE SIZES, RELIABILITIES, MEANS, AND
STANDARD DEVIATIONS
Measure Time n a M SD
Teaching
Effectiveness
First Impression 48 .90 4.21 .61
Week 2 50 .94 4.17 .70
Pre-exam 1 45 .93 3.86 .86
Post-exam 1 42 .91 3.97 .66
Final Impression 40 .94 4.11 .55
Final SET 
(Items 1-13)
Final Impression 40 .94 4.11 .55
Personal Qualities
First Impression 48 .88 82.82 12.06
Week 2 50 .86 87.33 9.05
Pre-exam 1 45 .90 85.84 11.30
Post-exam 1 42 .88 86.69 11.20
Final Impression 40 .88 87.43 9.66
Interpersonal
Rapport First Impression 48 .83 91.19 10.41
Week 2 50 .81 92.52 8.81
Pre-exam 1 45 .88 92.67 9.87
Post-exam 1 42 .90 91.97 10.86
Final Impression 40 .87 92.50 8.05
Interpersonal
Precursors First Impression 48 .84 74.50 15.90
Week 2 50 .77 82.14 11.20
Pre-exam 1 45 .87 79.13 15.41
Post-exam 1 42 .78 81.48 13.72
Final Impression 40 .79 82.35 12.57
Note. 1. All values represent raw, nonstandardized scores
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TABLE 9
STUDY 2: SUMMARY OF INTERCORRELATIONS FOR MEAN RATINGS OF
TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS (BELOW DIAGONAL) AND PERSONAL
QUALITIES (ABOVE DIAGONAL)
Time 1 2 3 4 5
1. First Impression — ......69*” ...... ...-~ww.... .59** .55"
2. Week 2 .26 — .57** .65*** .57**
3. Pre-exam 1 .38 .53** ___ .67*** .60**
4. Post-exam 1 .24 .80*** .60*’ — .91***
5. Final Impression .13 .53** .52** .69*** —
Note. 1. Time = Administration of survey
2. Intercorrelations of personal qualities across administrations are presented above the 
diagonal.
3. Intercorrelations of teaching effectiveness across administrations are presented below 
the diagonal.
4. Descriptive statistics for both measures are provided in Table 8.
5. n = 27 (only students who completed all surveys were included in analyses).
6. The numbers in the top row correspond to the time of survey administration, noted in 
the first column.
7. * p  < .05, **p < .01, *** p <  .001
110
TABLE 10
STUDY 2: SUMMARY OF INTERCORRELATIONS OF MEAN TEACHING 
EFFECTIVENESS AND PERSONAL QUALITIES SCORES WITH SINGLE-ITEM 
FINAL OVERALL RATING AND FINAL 13-ITEM MEAN SET RATING
Measure Final Overall Rating Final SET Ratings
Time (Item 14) r (items 1-13) r
Teaching Effectiveness
First Impression -.02 .06
Week 2 .59** .62**
Pre-exam 1 .39* .53**
Post-exam 1 .77*** .72*’*
Final Impression .61*** .98***
Personal Oualities
First Impression .14 .59*’
Week 2 .32 .54’*
Pre-exam 1 .07 .36
Post-exam 1 .49* .73
Final Impression .52** .70
Note. 1. n = 27
2. Reliability for final SET Rating (items 1-13): a  = .94
3. *p  < .05, **p  < .01, ***p  < .001
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TABLE 11
STUDY 2: SUMMARY OF INTERCORRELATIONS OF MEAN TEACHING 




2 3 4 5
Teaching Effectiveness
First Impression .30* .46** .56*** .23 .10
Week 2 .40** .48*** .43** .44** .49**
Pre-exam 1 .40* .61*** .40** .47** .35*
Post-exam 1 .37* .57*** .38’ .58*** .54**
Final Impression .50** .54*** .41* .68*** .62"*
Note. 1. Time = Administration of survey
2. n = 27
3.* p<  .05, " p <  01, ***/>< .001
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TABLE 12
STUDY 3 MEASURES: SAMPLE SIZES, RELIABILITIES, MEDIANS, AND 
INTERQUARTILE RANGES FOR ALL INSTRUCTOR RATINGS
Measure Time n a Median IQR
Teaching
Effectiveness
First Impression 214 .93 4.38 4.00-4.88
Pre-exam 1 188 .94 4.31 3.88-4.75
Post-exam 1 196 .93 4.50 4.00-5.00
Pre-exam 2 158 .96 4.62 4.00-5.00
Post-exam 2 168 .94 4.69 4.00-5.00
Final Impression 185 .99 4.75 4.00-5.00
Final SET
(Items 1-13)
Final Impression 185 .99 4.77 4.00-5.00
Personal
Qualities
First Impression 214 .90 90.00 84.75-95.00
Pre-exam 1 188 .91 90.00 83.00-96.00
Post-exam 1 197 .92 94.00 87.00-98.00
Pre-exam 2 157 .93 95.00 88.00-99.00
Post-exam 2 168 .95 95.00 89.00-99.00
Final Impression 185 .94 96.00 90.00-99.00
Note. 1. Time = Administration of survey
2. IQR = Interquartile range




STUDY 3: INTERCORRELATIONS OF STUDENT RATINGS OF TEACHING 
EFFECTIVENESS AND PERSONAL QUALITIES WITH THE SINGLE-ITEM FINAL 
OVERALL RATING AND THE MEAN FINAL SET (ITEMS 1-13)
Measure Final Overall Rating Final SET
Time (item 14) p (items 1-13) p
Teaching Effectiveness
First Impression .33 .39
Pre-exam 1 .39 .35
Post-exam 1 .41 .52
Pre-exam 2 .55 .49
Post-exam 2 .52 .57
Final Impression .56 .99
Personal Oualities
First Impression .34 .29
Pre-exam 1 .41 .34
Post-exam 1 .52 .50
Pre-exam 2 .57 .43
Post-exam 2 .60 .52
Final Impression .63 .49
Note. 1. n = 97 (only students who answered all items are included in these analyses).
2. Nonparametric Spearman correlations are provided above.
3. All correlations are significant at p  < .001
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TABLE 14
STUDY 3: SUMMARY OF SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS FOR RATINGS OF
TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS (BELOW DIAGONAL) AND PERSONAL
QUALITIES (ABOVE DIAGONAL)
Time 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. First Impression — .73 .71 .66 .59 .59
2. Pre-exam 1 .57 — .82 .76 .76 .71
3. Post-exam 1 .52 .56 — .84 .80 .74
4. Pre-exam 2 .55 .63 .68 — .82 .77
5. Post-exam 2 .48 .53 .62 .69 — .86
6. Final Impression .39 .34 .51 .48 .57 —
Note. 1. n = 97 (only students who answered all items are included in these analyses).
2. Intercorrelations of personal qualities for each administration are presented above the 
diagonal.
3. Intercorrelations of teaching effectiveness for each administration are presented below 
the diagonal.
4. The numbers in the top row correspond to the time of administration, noted in the first 
column.
5. All intercorrelations were Spearman correlations and were significant at/j < .001.
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TABLE 15
STUDY 3: SUMMARY OF SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS OF STUDENTS’




3 4 5 6
Teaching Effectiveness 
1. First impression .60 .52 .49 .47 .48 .40
2. Pre-exam 1 .49 .57 .53 .50 .49 .48
3. Post-exam 1 .49 .58 .69 .65 .64 .56
4. Pre-exam 2 .48 .53 .63 .71 .59 .55
5. Post-exam 2 .40 .51 .60 .61 .69 .61
6. Final impression .28 .33 .49 .40 .51 .48
Note. 1. n = 97 (only students who completed all items are included in the analyses).
2. Numbers 1 through 6 under “Personal Qualities” represent the time of survey 
administration (noted under “Teaching Effectiveness” in the first column).
3. All correlations are significant at/? < .001.
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TABLE 16
STUDY 4 MEASURES: SAMPLE SIZES, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR RATINGS OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS
Measure Time n M SD
Teaching Effectiveness
First impression 286 4.12 .76
Post-exam 1 279 3.45 .80
Pre-exam 2 276 3.47 .86
Post-exam 2 263 3.52 .86
Final impression 264 3.57 .95
Final SET (Items 1-13)
Final impression 264 3.53 .95
Note. 1. Descriptive statistics for personality measures are listed in Table 19.
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TABLE 17
STUDY 4 PERSONALITY MEASURES: SAMPLE SIZES, MEANS, STANDARD 
________________ DEVIATIONS, AND RELIABILITIES___________________
Measure Time n M SD a
Openness
First impression 285 3.50 .43 .74
Post-exam 1 279 3.30 .47 .78
Pre-exam 2 275 3.27 .50 .83
Post-exam 2 262 3.28 .54 .87












Pre-exam 2 275 3.57 .68 .88
Post-exam 2 262 3.56 .69 .90
Final impression 263 3.61 .74 .91
Extraversion
First impression 286 3.54 .60 .85
Post-exam 1 279 3.37 .63 .84
Pre-exam 2 275 3.29 .63 .84
Post-exam 2 262 3.27 .62 .85
Final impression 264 3.30 .66 .85
Agreeableness
First impression 286 3.82 .62 .89
Post-exam 1 279 3.59 .76 .92
Pre-exam 2 275 3.60 .73 .92
Post-exam 2 262 3.51 .72 .91












Pre-exam 2 275 2.48 .64 .86
Post-exam 2 262 2.58 .64 .86
Final impression 263 2.56 .69 .89
Composite BFI
First impression 286 2.93 .50 .96
Post-exam 1 279 2.16 .54 .96
Pre-exam 2 275 2.05 .55 .96
Post-exam 2 262 1.91 .55 .96
Final impression 263 2.00 .60 .97
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TABLE 18
STUDY 4: SUMMARY OF INTERCORRELATIONS FOR TEACHING 
EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS AT EACH ADMINISTRATION
Time 1 2 3 4 5
1. First impression —
2. Post-exam 1 .29 —
3. Pre-exam 2 .42 .74 —
4. Post-exam 2 .42 .66 .78 —
5. Final impression .27 .51 .67 .66
Note. 1. Numbers 1 through 5 in the top row represent the time o f survey administration 
noted in the first column.
2. n = 197 for all analyses (only students who completed all surveys were included in 
these analyses).
3. All correlations significant at p  < .001.
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TABLE 19





Conscientiousness Extraversion Agreeableness Neuroticism
First Impression
Openness .41 .41 .28 .31 -.35
Conscientiousness .35 .47 .38 .35 -.46
Extraversion .22 .30 .46 .25 -.33
Agreeableness .39 .47 .35 .41 -.45
Neuroticism -.31 -.42 -.42 -.38 .52
Note. 1. The table above shows correlations of first and final impressions of personality only.
2. n = 226 (only students who completed all of the measures were included in the analyses).
3. All correlations are significant at/? < .001.
TABLE 20
STUDY 4: SUMMARY OF INTERCORRELATIONS OF INITIAL TEACHING 
EFFECTIVENESS AND PERSONALITY RATINGS WITH SINGLE-ITEM FINAL 
OVERALL RATING AND FINAL 13-ITEM MEAN SET RATING
Final Teaching Effectiveness Measure











Note. 1. n = 225 (only students who completed all of the above measures included in 
analyses).
2. Reliability for final SET Rating (items 1-13): a = .96
3. **p  < .01, ***/? < .001
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TABLE 21
STUDY 4: MEANS, SDs, MEAN COMPARISONS, AND 95 PERCENT CIs COMPARING LOW AND HIGH PERFORMERS’ 




Exam 1 Both exams









Effectiveness M 4.19 4.05 1.30 -.08 .38 4.12 3.93 .74 -.20 .44
(SD) .80 .84 .90 .80
Openness M 3.56 3.48 1.25 -.05 .21 3.52 3.46 .67 -.11 .22
(SD) .44 .40 .42 .38
Conscientiousness M 3.83 3.81 .18 -.18 .21 3.67 3.74 -.52 -.32 .18
(SD) .66 .59 .66 .57
Extraversion M 3.61 3.43 1.87 -.01 .36 3.60 3.35 1.91 -.01 .50
(SD) .61 .59 .65 .61
Agreeableness M 3.81 3.82 -.09 -.20 .18 3.72 3.79 -.64 -.34 .18
(SD) .65 .60 .67 .61
Neuroticism M 2.34 2.38 -.38 -.22 .15 2.41 2.41 .01 -.25 .26
(SD) .65 .56 .69 .56
d f 163 93
Note. 1. Cl = confidence interval (95%)
2. First impressions under “Exam 1” label are based on splitting students into low or high performance (bottom and top thirds) on only 
exam 1; n = 79 (low performers), n = 86 (high performers).
3. First impressions under “Both exams” label are based on splitting students into low and high performance (bottom and top thirds) 
on both exams; n -  44 (low performers), n = 51 (high performers).
TABLE 22
STUDY 4: MEANS, SDs, AND MEAN COMPARISONS FOR LOW AND HIGH PERFORMERS’ IMPRESSIONS AT POST­
EXAM I AND POST-EXAM 2
Administration
Measure
Post-exam 1 Post-exam 2
Low High F Low High F
Teaching
Effectiveness M 3.25 <3.65 12.13*** 3.26 <3.75 9.64**
(SD) .76 .80 .81 .85
Openness M 3.25 3.33 1.51 3.12 <3.36 5.73*
(SD) .46 .45 .48 .57
Conscientiousness M 3.41 <3.71 8.84 3.35 <3.64 5.73*
(SD) .68 .70 .60 .68
Extraversion M 3.32 3.37 .31 3.11 <3.32 3.82*
(SD) .66 .56 .51 .61
Agreeableness M 3.44 <3.72 7.17 3.39 3.57 1.97
(SD) .74 .66 .69 .68
Neuroticism M 3.51 3.64 1.89 3.24 <3.49 5.54*
(SD) .60 .64 .46 .63
d f 1,184 1,109
Note. 1. Administration = time of survey administration
2. Neuroticism is reverse-scored for these analyses, such that higher ratings represent less neuroticism.
3. Post-exam 1 ratings are based on splitting students into low and high performance (bottom and top thirds) on only exam 1.
4. Post-exam 2 ratings are based on splitting students into low and high performance (bottom and top thirds) on both exams.
5. *p < .05; **p  < .01; ***p  < .001
TABLE 23
STUDY 4: MEAN COMPARISONS OF LOW PERFORMERS’ FIRST AND POST-EXAM 1 IMPRESSIONS OF TEACHING
EFFECTIVENESS AND PERSONALITY
Paired Differences Comparing First and Post-Exam 1
Measure M SD 95% Cl of the Difference t
LL UL
Teaching Effectiveness .95 .91 .75 1.16 9.28’”
Openness .32 .57 .19 .45 5.01*’*
Conscientiousness .43 .74 .27 .60 5.20***
Extraversion .30 .64 .16 .45 4.16*’’
Agreeableness .39 .85 .20 .58 4.04
Neuroticism -.15 .67 -.30 .00 -1.99*
Composite BFI .32 .59 .19 .46 4.83**’
Note. 1. Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
2. The Composite BFI includes all five personality measures, with Neuroticism items reverse-scored.
2. Degrees of freedom = 78
3. > < .0 5 ;  **><.001
TABLE 24
STUDY 4: MEAN COMPARISONS OF HIGH PERFORMERS’ FIRST AND POST-EXAM 1 IMPRESSIONS OF TEACHING
EFFECTIVENESS AND PERSONALITY
Paired Differences Comparing First and Post-Exam 1 Impressions
Measure M SD 95% Cl of the Difference t
LL UL
Teaching Effectiveness .40 .88 .21 .58 4.17'"
Openness .13 .40 .05 .22 3.08"
Conscientiousness .12 .61 -.01 .25 1.83
Extraversion .06 .53 -.05 .18 1.15
Agreeableness .11 .66 -.03 .25 1.54
Neuroticism -.02 .55 -.14 .10 -.33
Composite BFI .09 .45 .00 .19 1.93
Note. 1. Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
2. Degrees of freedom = 85
~  M _  „3. p  < .01
TABLE 25
STUDY 4: MEAN COMPARISONS OF LOW PERFORMERS’ FIRST AND POST-EXAM 2 IMPRESSIONS OF TEACHING
EFFECTIVENESS AND PERSONALITY
Paired Differences For First and Post-Exam 2 Impressions
M SD 95% Cl of the Difference t
LL UL
Teaching Effectiveness .80 1.09 .47 1.13 4.87” "
Openness .38 .61 .20 .57 4.15***
Conscientiousness .27 .66 .07 .47 2.74"
Extraversion .46 .60 .28 .65 5.09"*
Agreeableness .26 .81 .01 .50 2.11*
Neuroticism -.30 .64 -.50 -.11 -3.10"
Composite BFI .34 .58 .16 .51 3.83"*
Note. 1. Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
2. Degrees of freedom = 43
3. * p  < .05, **p  < .01, *** p  < .001
TABLE 26
STUDY 4: MEAN COMPARISONS OF HIGH PERFORMERS’ FIRST AND POST-EXAM 2 IMPRESSIONS OF TEACHING
EFFECTIVENESS AND PERSONALITY
Paired Differences For First and Post-Exam 2 Ratings
M SD 95% Cl of the Difference 
LL UL
/
Teaching Effectiveness .16 .85 -.08 .40 1.36
Openness .05 .55 -.10 .21 .71
Conscientiousness .13 .68 -.06 .32 1.36
Extraversion .02 .63 -.15 .20 .28
Agreeableness .25 .81 .02 .47 2.16*
Neuroticism -.13 .69 -.32 .06 -1.37
Composite BFI .12 .56 -.04 .28 1.50
Note. 1. Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
2. Degrees of freedom = 50
3. *p  < .05
TABLE 27
STUDY 4: MEAN COMPARISONS OF LOW AND HIGH PERFORMERS’ (BOTH EXAMS) IMPRESSIONS OF GLOBAL
PERSONALITY FOR ALL ADMINISTRATIONS (FOR STUDENTS WHO COMPLETED ALL SURVEYS)
Independent Samples Test for Composite BFI
M  Ratings M  Difference 95% Cl of the Difference t
Low High LL UL
First Impression 3.61 3.64 -.03 -.25 .19 -21
Post-exam 1 3.28 3.55 -.27 -.49 -.04 -2.43’
Pre-exam 2 3.15 3.53 -.38 -.59 -.16 -3.42
Post-exam 2 3.24 3.48 -.24 -.47 -.04 -2.12*
Final Impression 3.16 3.52 -.36 -.62 -.09 -2.64**
Note. 1. The global measure of personality represents the mean of all Big Five personality (John et al., 1991) items at each 
administration.
2. Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
3. Degrees of freedom = 75A * ~ m ** « • ♦** ^ ^ „4. p  < .05, p  < .01, p  < .001
TABLE 28
STUDY 4: MEAN COMPARISONS OF ALL STUDENTS’ FIRST IMPRESSIONS WITH THEIR FINAL IMPRESSIONS
Paired Differences Between First and Final Measures
M  Ratings
M Difference
95% Cl of the 
Difference
First Final SD LL UL t
Teaching Effectiveness 4.09 3.56 .54 1.07 .40 .68 7.52"’
Openness 3.51 3.32 .19 .55 .12 .26 5.26*"
Conscientiousness 3.80 3.59 .22 .70 .12 .31 4.66*"
Extraversion 3.50 3.27 .23 .64 .15 .32 5.41*"
Agreeableness 3.83 3.56 .27 .76 .17 .37 5.40**’
Neuroticism 2.38 2.57 -.19 .62 -.27 -.10 -4.50***
Composite BFI 3.66 3.43 .22 .56 .15 .29 5.95**’
Note. 1. Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
2. Degrees of freedom = 225
3. ***p  < .001
FIGURES
FIGURE 1
TWO HYPOTHETICAL CLASSES WHERE INITIAL STUDENT RATINGS ARE 






 O '"'Class 1, Student A
 A Class 1, Student B
- ♦ —Class 1, Student C 
- • -C la s s  2, Student A 
- • -C la s s  2, Student B 
—♦ —Class 2, Student C
Note. 1. The figure above demonstrates that correlations cannot explain whether change 
has occurred. Adapted from “Contrast, Assimilation, and Base Rate Effects: 
Reconsideration of the Manis-Paskewitz Judgment Model,” by S. C. Clark and V. A. 
Benassi, 1997. Journal o f Social Behavior and Personality, 12, p. 8. Copyright 1997 by 
Select Press. Adapted with permission.
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FIGURE 2
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Vote. Results shown above are from the first administration of the survey. Non-Normed 
Fit Index = .96; Tucker-Lewis Fit Index = .95; Comparative Fit Index = .97; root mean 




STUDY 3: STUDENTS’ IMPRESSIONS OF THE INSTRUCTOR’S TEACHING
EFFECTIVENESS OVER A SEMESTER AND SEPARATED BY LOW VERSUS




First Prc-cxam 1 Post-exam 1 Pre-exam 2 Post-exam 2
- & •  High Performers 
-•*  Low Performers
Impression
Note. 1. The figure above is based on students who completed all ratings from the first 
through the final impression and were low (n = 13) or high (n = 30) performers on both 
exams. Performance scores were split by the lowest third and highest third of grades on 
each exam. Error bars represent ± 1 standard error of the mean.
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FIGURE 4
STUDY 3: STUDENTS’ IMPRESSIONS OF THE INSTRUCTOR’S PERSONAL
QUALITIES OVER A SEMESTER AND SEPARATED BY LOW VERSUS HIGH












First Pre-exam 1 Post-exam I Pre-exam 2 Post-exam 2
►- High Performers 
>- Low Performers
Impression
Note. The figure above is based on students who completed all ratings from the first 
through the final impression and were either low (n = 13) or high (n = 30) performers on 
both exams. Performance scores were split by the lowest third and highest third of grades 
on each exam. Error bars represent ± 1 standard error of the mean.
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FIGURE 5
STUDY 4: STUDENTS’ IMPRESSIONS OF THE INSTRUCTOR’S TEACHING
EFFECTIVENESS OVER A SEMESTER AND SEPARATED BY LOW VERSUS
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Low Performers
 1--
First Post-exam 1 Pre-exam 2 
Impression
Post-exam 2 Final
Vote. 1. The figure above is based on students who completed all ratings from the first to 
the final impression and were either low (n = 34) or high (n = 43) performers on both 
exams. Performance scores were split by the lowest third and highest third of grades on 
each exam. Error bars represent ± 1 standard error o f the mean.
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FIGURE 6
STUDY 4: STUDENTS’ IMPRESSIONS OF THE INSTRUCTOR’S BIG FIVE
PERSONALITY OVER A SEMESTER AND SEPARATED BY LOW VERSUS HIGH
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*- L ow  P e rfo rm ers
First Post-exam  1 Pre-exam  2 Post-exam  2 






First Post-exam  I P re-exan t 2  Post-exam  2 








FinalFirst Post-exain  1 P re-exam  2 P ost-exam  2 
Im press ion
Note. 1. The figures above are based on students who completed all ratings from the first 
to the final impression and were either low (n = 34) or high (n = 43) performers on both 
exams. Performance scores were split by the lowest third and highest third of grades on 
each exam. Error bars represent ± 1 standard error of the mean.
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REFERENCE NOTES
1 Although there could be other course events of interest relating to student ratings for 
classroom research, my decision to use exam scores was based on past research (Hewett 
et al., 1988) as well as an interest in capturing changes related to one potential influence 
on students’ impressions of their instructor during the semester. Arguably, this decision 
neglects the potential contributions of instructor performance—an off-color joke that 
offended students, a loss of temper, a confusing lecture, or a particularly brilliant and 
engaging class—as it relates to student impressions. Surely certain specific moments 
stand out when students are rating their instructor. However, it would be quite 
challenging (if not impossible) to track what students were exposed to each particular 
event. On the other hand, I could have confidence that students were exposed to their 
exams.
2 For clarity and brevity of exposition, results of individual exploratory factor analyses 
for each time will not be outlined in this dissertation. The interested reader may contact 
the author for these analyses.
3 The interested reader may contact the author for these analyses.
4 There was only a midterm and a final in this course. Thus, surveys were only offered 
before and after one exam (rather than before and after two exams).
5 A survey was not administered before the first exam because there was not adequate 
time between the close of the second administration and the first exam. Thus, the second 
time served as the pre-exam administration.
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